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  Agenda
   

 
 

Planning Committee 
 

Anderson Room, City Hall 
6911 No. 3 Road 

Tuesday, July 16, 2013 
4:00 p.m. 

 
 
Pg. # ITEM  
 
  

MINUTES 
 
PLN-7  Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held 

on Wednesday, July 3, 2013. 

  

 
  

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 
 
  Wednesday, September 4, 2013, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson 

Room 

 

  PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 
 1. STEVESTON AREA PLAN AMENDMENT 

(File Ref. No. 08-4200-00) (REDMS No. 3872453 v.5) 

PLN-11  See Page PLN-11 for full report  

  Designated Speaker:  Terry Crowe

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment 
Bylaw 8981, to amend Schedule 2. 4 of the Steveston Area Plan to: 

   (a) replace the map on Page 52 titled ‘Steveston Village Character 
Area Map’ with a new map; 
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   (b) replace the map on Page 99 titled ‘Steveston Village Land Use 
Density and Building Height,’ with a new table and map titled 
‘Overview of Steveston Village Density, Building Height, and 
On-Site Residential Parking Requirements, and renumber the 
remaining pages accordingly; 

   be introduced and given first reading; 

  (2) That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 , Amendment 
Bylaw 8981, has been considered in conjunction with: 

   (a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; 

   (b)  the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste 
and Liquid Waste Management Plans; 

   and is therefore deemed to be consistent with said Program and 
Plans, in accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government 
Act; and 

  (3) That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment 
Bylaw 8981, has been considered in accordance with the City’s OCP 
Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, and is therefore deemed 
not to require further consultation. 

  

 
 2. RECOMMENDED LONG-TERM STREETSCAPE VISIONS FOR 

BAYVIEW STREET AND CHATHAM STREET 
(File Ref. No. 10-6360-01) (REDMS No. 3890388 v.5) 

PLN-69  See Page PLN-69 for full report  

  Designated Speaker:  Victor Wei

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That the proposed long-term streetscape visions for Bayview Street and 
Chatham Street based on community feedback obtained from the public 
consultation held in April and May 2013, as described in the report, be 
endorsed to guide future street frontage improvements along these roadways 
as part of new developments and City capital projects. 
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 3. PORT METRO VANCOUVER LAND USE PLAN UPDATE 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3900390) 

PLN-100  See Page PLN-100 for full report  

  Designated Speaker:  Terry Crowe

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That, as per the report from the General Manager, Planning and 
Development, dated June 27, 2013, titled: Port Metro Vancouver Land Use 
Plan Update, the City Of Richmond: 

  (1) Advise Port Metro Vancouver that, as the City continues to strongly 
object to any Port use of agricultural lands, the Port state in its final 
Land Use Plan that it will not use agricultural lands for Port 
expansion or operations; and 

  (2) Advise the Minister of Transport Canada, the BC Minister of 
Agriculture, the Chair of the BC Agricultural Land Commission, the 
Metro Vancouver Board and all Metro Vancouver municipalities be 
advised of the above recommendation. 

  

 
 4. APPLICATION BY SANDHILL HOMES LTD. FOR REZONING AT 

9080 NO. 3 ROAD FROM ASSEMBLY (ASY) TO MEDIUM DENSITY 
TOWNHOUSES (RTM2) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9030/9043; RZ 12-619503) (REDMS No. 3899821 v.3) 

PLN-162  See Page PLN-162 for full report  

  Designated Speaker:  Wayne Craig

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9030, 
to redesignate 9080 No. 3 Road from "Community Institutional" to 
"Neighbourhood Residential" in Attachment 1 to Schedule 1, be 
introduced and given first reading; 

  (2) That Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9030, 
having been considered in conjunction with: 

   (a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and 

   (b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and 
Liquid Waste Management Plans; 
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   is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in 
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act; 

  (3) That Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9030, 
having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation 
Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to require further 
consultation; and 

  (4) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9043, for the 
rezoning of 9080 No. 3 Road from "Assembly (ASY)" to "Medium 
Density Townhouses (RTM2)", be introduced and given first reading. 

  

 
 5. APPLICATION BY JOHNNY W.W. LEUNG ARCHITECT FOR 

REZONING AT 6433 DYKE ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED 
(ZS6) - LONDON LANDING (STEVESTON) TO HERITAGE TWO-
UNIT DWELLING (ZD4) - LONDON LANDING (STEVESTON) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9028; RZ 13-631467) (REDMS No. 3849204) 

PLN-209  See Page PLN-209 for full report  

  Designated Speaker:  Wayne Craig

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 Amendment Bylaw 9028, to create the 
“Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) - London Landing (Steveston)” and for 
the rezoning of 6433 Dyke Road from “Single Detached (ZS6) - London 
Landing (Steveston)” to “Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) - London 
Landing (Steveston)”, be introduced and given first reading. 

  

 
 6. APPLICATION BY DAVA DEVELOPMENTS LTD. FOR REZONING 

AT 2671, 2711, 2811, 2831, 2851, 2911, 2931, 2951, 2971 AND 2991 NO. 3 
ROAD FROM LIGHT INDUSTRIAL (IL) TO AUTO-ORIENTED 
COMMERCIAL (CA) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9041/9042/8479; RZ 11-566630) (REDMS No. 3898754) 

PLN-247  See Page PLN-247 for full report  

  Designated Speaker:  Wayne Craig

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That Official Community Plan Bylaws 7100 and 9000, Amendment 
Bylaw 9041, to facilitate the construction of commercial uses on the 
subject site, by: 
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   (a) In Schedule 1, amending the existing land use designation in 
Attachment 1 (City of Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use Map) to 
redesignate the block bounded by River Road, No. 3 Road, 
Bridgeport Road, and the rear lane, including the subject site, 
from "Park" to "Commercial"; and 

   (b) In Schedule 2.10 (City Centre), amending the existing land use 
designation in the Generalized Land Use Map (2031), Specific 
Land Use Map: Bridgeport Village (2031), and reference maps 
throughout the Plan to redesignate the block bounded by River 
Road, No. 3 Road, Bridgeport Road, and the rear lane, 
including the subject site, from "Park" to "Urban Centre T5 
(45 m)"; to introduce the extension of minor Douglas Street 
from No. 3 Road to River Road; and to amend the area 
designated for park purposes within the Bridgeport Village 
area; together with related minor map and text amendments; 

   be introduced and given first reading; 

  (2) That Bylaw 9041, having been considered in conjunction with: 

   (a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; 

   (b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and 
Liquid Waste Management Plans; 

   is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in 
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act; 

  (3) That Bylaw 9041, having been considered in accordance with OCP 
Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to 
require further consultation; 

  (4) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9042, which 
makes minor amendments to the " CA" zone specific to 2671, 2711, 
2811, 2831, 2851, 2911, 2931, 2951, 2971 and 2991 No. 3 Road and 
rezones that property from "Light Industrial (IL)" to "Auto-Oriented 
Commercial (CA)", be introduced and given first reading; and 

  (5) That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment 
Bylaw 8479, be abandoned. 
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 7. APPLICATION BY ROCKY SETHI FOR REZONING AT 10591 NO. 1 
ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1E) TO COACH HOUSES 
(RCH1) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9045; RZ 13-634617) (REDMS No. 3903682) 

PLN-278  See Page PLN-278 for full report  

  Designated Speaker:  Wayne Craig

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9045, for the 
rezoning of 10591 No. 1 Road from “Single Detached (RS1E)” to “Coach 
Houses (RCH1)”, be introduced and given first reading. 

  

 
 8. MANAGER’S REPORT 

 
  

ADJOURNMENT 
  

 



City of 
Richmond Minutes 

Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

Absent: 

Also Present: 

Call to Order: 

)902879 

Planning Committee 

Wednesday, July 3, 2013 

Anderson Room 
Riclunond City Hall 

Councillor Bill McNulty, Chair 
COWlci llor Chak Au 
Councillor Linda Barnes 
Councillor Harold Steves 

Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt 

Counci llor Linda McPhail 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That tlte minutes of lite meeting of tlte Planning Committee Iteld Oil 

Tuesday, JUlie 18, 20J 3, be adopted as circulated. 

CARRIED 

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 

Tuesday, July 16,2013, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room 

1. 
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City of 
Richmond Minutes 

Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

Absent: 

Also Present: 

CaU to Order: 

3902&79 

Planning Committee 

Wednesday, July 3, 2013 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Councillor Bill McNulty, Chair 
Councillor Chak Au 
Councillor Linda Barnes 
Councillor Harold Steves 

Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt 

Councillor Linda McPhail 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That tlte minutes of the meeting of tlte Planning Committee held on 
Tuesday, June 18,2013, be adopted as circulated. 

CARRIED 

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 

Tuesday, July 16,2013, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room 

1. 



Planning Committee 
Wednesday, July 3, 2013 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

1. HOUSING AGREEMENT BYLAW NO. 9039 TO PERMJT THE CITY 
OF RlCIfMOND TO SECURE AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS 
LOCATED AT 5640 HOLLYBRlDGE WAY (CRESSEY (GILBERT) 
DEVELOPMENT HOLDINGS LTD.) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9039; RZ 12-602449) (REDMS No. 3872810) 

Tn response to a query John Foster, Manager, Community Social 
Development, and Mark McMullen, Senior Coordinator-Major Projects, 
advised that the potential additional rcnt of up to $ 187.00 per month in the 
Housing Agreement was included in the staff report on the rezoning received 
at the January 22, 2013 Planning Conunitlee meeting. The addi tional rent 
was a special development circumstance and specific to this development. 

It was moved and seconded 
rhat Bylaw No. 9039 be iutroduced alld given first, second, alld third 
readiugs 10 permit the City, ollce Bylaw No. 9039 has beell adopted~ to ellter 
illlo a Housillg Agreemelll stlbstalltially ill the form aI/ached hereto, ill 
accordance with the requirements of s. 905 of tlte Local Government Act, to 
secure the Affordable Housi"g Units required by the Rezollillg Application 
12-602449. 

CARRIE I> 

2. WEST CAMBIE - ALEXANDRA NEIGHBOURHOOD BUSINESS I 
OFFICE AREA REVIEW 
(fi le Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3897598) 

Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning, provided a brief overview of the 
West Cambie - Alexandra Neighbourhood Business/Office Area Review, 
noti ng that the Area Plan designation should be retained in order to (i) meet 
the City's long tenn employment land and job needs, (i i) maintain the City's 
working relationship with YVR, (iii) avoid setting a precedent, and (iv) 
enhance the City's abil ity to relocate existing Richmond businesses currently 
be ing disp laced from the Brighouse and Oval area of the City Centre. 

In reply to queries Mr. Crowe advised that two major studies were undertaken 
that assisted in projecting future land requirements (i) the 204 1 Employment 
Lands Strategy, and (ii) the 2041 OCP Population. Housing and Employment 
Projections Study. The businesses being di splaced from the Oval area could 
be relocated within the City Centre or other areas (e.g. Duck Island, Casino, 
Aberdeen, and West Cambie), and staff continue to work with TransLink to 
improve services to these areas. 

2. 
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Planning Committee 
Ju 2013 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

I. HOUSlNG AGREEMENT BYLAW NO. 9039 TO PERMlT THE C]TV 
OF RlCHMOI\1) TO SECURE AFFORDABLE HOUSING U1\1TS 
LOCATED AT 5640 HOLLYBRIDGE WAY (CRESSEY (GILBERT) 
DEVELOPlVIENT HOLDINGS LTD.) 

Rcl~ No. 12·8060-20·9039; RZ (REDMS No. 3872810) 

Tn response to a query John Foster, Manager, Community Social 
Development, and Mark McMullen, Senior Coordinator-Major Projects, 
advised that the potentjal additional rent of up to $187.00 per month in the 
Housing Agreement was included the staff report on rezoning received 
at the January 22, 2013 Planning Committee meeting. additional rent 
was a speciaJ development circumstance and speci fie to this development. 

It was moved and seconded 
Thai Bylaw No. 9039 be introduced and given first, second, aud tbird 
readings to permit the City, once Bylaw No. 9039 has been adopted, to enter 
into (J Housing Agreement substolltially ill the form attached hereto, in 
accordance with the requirements of s. 905 of the Local Government Act, 10 
secure tlte Affordable Housing Units required by tile Rezoning Application 
12-602449. 

CARRlED 

2. WEST CAMBIE - ALEXANDRA NEIGHBOURHOOD BUSINESS / 
OFFICE AREA REVIEW 
(file Rcf. No.) (REDMS No. 3897598) 

Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning, provided a brief overview of the 
West Camble - Alexandra Neighbourhood Business/Office Area Review, 
noting that the Area Plan designation should be retained in order to (i) meet 
the City's long term employment land and job needs, (ji) maintain the City's 
working relationship with YVR, (iii) avoid setting a precedent, and 
enhance the City's ability to relocate existing Richmond businesses currently 
bei.ng displaced from the Brighousc and Oval area of the City Centre. 

In repJy to queries Mr. Crowe advised that two major studies were undertaken 
that assisted in projecting future land requirements (i) the 2041 Employment 
Lands Strategy, and Oi) the 2041 OCP Population, Housing and Employment 
Projections Study. The businesses being displaced from the Oval area could 
be relocated within the City Centre or other areas Duck Island, Casino, 
Aberdeen, and West Cambie), and staff continue to TransLink to 
improve services to these areas. 

2. 



Planning Committee 
Wednesday, July 3, 2013 

BlaiTe Chisholm, Brook Pooni Associates lnc. and David Bell, Colliers 
International, provided a brief overview of the Westmark Development Group 
proposal highlighting the following: 

• the proposal does not include stand alone residential, but high quality 
mixed use res idential with first floor commercial (retail/office) uses 
along Garden City Road; 

• there are approximately 100 live/work units proposed; 

• the Developer's intent was to be creative in their approach and desired 
to reflect current employment and business trends; 

• the business analysis includes a range of employment with an upper 
limit of 1,000 jobs being created meeting the employment objectives of 
the OCP Area Plan; and 

• the development proposal is for a market viable work/live/play area 
promoting a high quality retail village. 

Discussion ensued and staff were requested to provide statistics with respect 
to the skewed office space vacancy rate data due to outlaying business parks. 

It was moved and seconded 
That, as per the report from the General Mallager, Plannillg and 
Development, dated JUlie 24, 2013, titled: West Cambie - Alexandra 
Neighbourhood Business / Office Area Review, there be 110 challge to the 
West Cambie Area Plan. 

The question on the motion was not called as discussion ensued regarding the 
Business/Office designation. After discussion the question on the motion was 
then cal led and it was CARRIED, with Council lor McNulty opposed. 

3. MANAGER'S REPORT 

(a) Plallning ami Del'elopmellf Department Updates 

Mr. Craig provided an update on the Lingyen Mountain Temple open house 
for the potential rezoning. Staff have not received a fonnal report but 
understand that approximately 200 people atlended and 215-230 comment 
fonns were completed. No application has been filed with the C ity. 

Mr. Craig advised that ONNI will be conducting public consultation meetings 
on July 11 th and July 13th at the Bayview Street s ite with respect to their 
rezoning appli cation. Staff was directed to provide a memo to Council, prior 
to the public consultation meetings, detailing the rezoning infonnation 
provided in the application. 

3. 
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11 was moved and seconded 
That) as per the report from the Genel'fll Manager, Planning alld 
Developmenl, dated June 24,2013, titled: West Cambie - Alexandra 
Neighbourhood Business / Office Area Review, there flO change to the 
West Cambie Area Plan. 
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designation. After the on motion was 

then called and it was CARRJED, With Councillor McNulty opposed. 
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provided in the application. 
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Planning Committee 
Wednesday, July 3, 2013 

(b) Hamilton Area PIa" Public Open House 

Mr. Crowe provided an update on the results of the Hamilton Area Plan 
public open house with approx imately 175 residents attending. Generally 
there were no negative comments with respect to the area plan; however, 
concerns were raised with respect to safety along Westminster Highway and 
the proposed park. 

A Richmond resident, 23171 Westminster Highway, expressed concern that 
residents had not received advance notice of the lands to be converted to park. 
Staff was requested to take the matter under advisement. 

(c) PorI Metro Vancouver 

Joe Erceg, General Manager, Planning and Development, stated that a report 
would be coming to the Committee on July 16. 2013 with regard to Port 
Metro Vancouver's land usc planning process and the City's request fo r a 
commitment to protect agricultural lands from Port Metro related uses. The 
issue has yet to be addressed in the Port Metro's planning process. 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
Thllt the meeting lIlljOllfll (4:53 p.m.). 

Councillor Bill McNulty 
Chair 

CARRIED 

Certified a tme and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the Planning 
COllunjttee of the Council of the City of 
Richmond hcld on Wednesday, July 3, 
20 13. 

Heather Howey 
Committee Clerk 

4. 
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Planning Committee 
2013 

(b) Hamiltoll Area Plan Public Open House 

Mr. Crowe provided an update on 
public open house wit.h approximately 
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June 27, 2013 

ROUTED To: 

Arts, Culture & Heritage 
Development Applications 
Economic Development 
Engineering 
Parks Services 
Trans portation 

REVIEWED BY DIRECTORS 

3872453 
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REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

INITIALS: REVIEWED BY CAO 
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Report 

Origin 

This report responds to the following two referrals: 

1 - .... .....,....., •.• _u;::.. - Febnlary 25, 2013 

That the proposed Review Concept to amend the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy as 
outlined in 2013 from General and 
Development be endorsed in principle for the purpose of carrying out public consultation; and 

staff report 
Review Concept. 

on the outcome above 

2 - Steveston Waterfront Design - Planning Committee ,l ..... '..,"-'LJl,l,li::.. 

regarding the proposed 

19, 

That staff examine creating a heritage planning and design approach from the former Atagi 
Boatworks up to and including London Farm and report back. 

2011 - 2014 Council Term Goals 
This report addresses the following 

7. and 
9. Arts and CuI ture 
12. Waterfront Enhancement. 

Part 1 of this report addresses the first referral regarding the Steveston Village Conservation 
Strategy. 

2 of this report regarding design and helitage planning 
improvements for the area between the former Atagi Boatworks / Scotch Pond to London Farm -
the "S teveston \V aterfron t". 

This report will be presented at the July 16,2013 Planning Committee meeting, followed by a 
separate report from the Transportation Division on the Chatham Street and Bayview ;:,treet:sc,me 

Background 

General 

At the February 25, 2013 Council meeting, staff presented a report outlining six (6) proposed 
amendments to Steveston Village Conservation (the .... .,. .. '.-:.,-"'.1"<-0 

'-'--'-'-.J ............ an to Plan 1). Staff also 
presented the proposal for public consultation. Council endorsed the proposed Review Concept 
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and directed staff to proceed with public consultation process \vhich would also include the 
proposed streetscape options for Chatham Street and Bayview Avenue. 

Public Consultation 

Staff held two consultation meetings on the proposed Steveston Area Plan changes. These 
meetings were held in conjunction with the Transportation Division's proposed Chatham and 

Stakeholders Meeting 

at the Steveston Community Centre, with 

meeting, representing the following groups: the Britannia Shipyard Society; the Gulf of Georgia 
Cannery Society; the London Heritage Farm Society; the Richmond Active Transportation 

Steveston 20/20; the Steveston Community Society; the Steveston Historical Society; the 
Steveston Harbour Authority; and the Steveston Merchant's Association. 

UH"'·""~",'F'-. .... ,,, ........... u ....... ,'-4 of an a survey 2 3), 
infonnal discussions with staff, presentations by the Manager of Policy Planning and the 
Manager of Transportation, and a Question and Answer period. 

A total of four (4) survey fOlms were received at the Stakeholder meeting (Attachment 4). 

was ("'fPnlPr<;l 

1. The proposed height and density reductions for Moncton Street; 
2. Attendees did not support any language pennitting additional height and density on Moncton 

vA.,Jvl-'~~V.UU.l 1", .. ,...." ....... "'1-" ..... "'''',... or that a 
development height density on Moncton Street would have to be 
justified on its own merits and considered by Council~ 

3. The proposed changes to the clarification of height for the north side 

4. The proposed changes for on-site parking requirements. 

A Public Open House was held Saturday May 4, 2013 at the Steveston Community Centre. An 
advertisement was placed in the Richmond Review on April 24, 26, May 1 and 3, 
201 on 1 May 3, 2013 to 

to notify r",,,"',,, ... r .. 

Staff recorded the participation of 112 residents on the provided sign-in sheets, and the estimated 
... HL ............... <-LJ.H • .;v at the meeting was 140 persons, as a number of attendees to sign 

the same as Participants were 
asked to complete a survey fonn, a copy of which is provided in Attachment 3. 

were '"''V' • ......... ,J~'""' ... ~ an 
support for the proposed Steveston Area Plan changes. 

3872453 
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Additional Public Conunents 

Survey respondents were also able to provide additional conunents the might wish to make on 
the sUlvey form. All general comments received are provided in Attachment 5. These 
comments are generally supportive of the proposed Area Plan changes. 

Let's Talk Richmond 

In addition to the meetings heJd at the Steveston Communhy Centre, staff utilized the Let's Talk 
Richmond website at www.letstalkrichmond.ca to facilitate public input on the proposed changes 
to the Steveston Area Plan. The website provided an on-line version of the display boards for 
both the proposed Steveston Area Plan changes (Attachment 2) and the Chatham and Bayview 
Street Streetscape Options. Residents were able to complete an on-line version of the sW'vey 
form provided at the Open House, and a total of 14 surveys were submitted in this manner. 

Analysis 

Survey Findings for Proposed Steveston Area Plan Changes 

A total of 83 survey fonus were returned through the public consultation process. A summary of 
the findings is provided below. The proposed changes are in itaJics followed by a swnmary of 
the responses. 

Note: for the purposes of the results and discussion below, the definition of a 'storey' and 'half 
storey' are defined in the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 as: 

- 'storey: that portion of a building which is situated between the top of any floor 
and the top of the floor next above it, and if there is no floor above it, that portion 
between the top of such floor and the ceiling above it, but does not include an 
intermediate level between floor and ceiling occupying a partial area of the floor 
space, referred to as a mezzanine' and 

- half-storey': the uppermost storey of a building meeting the following criteria: 
a) the habitable space is situated wholly under the framing of the roof; 
b) the habitable space does not exceed 50% of the storey situated immediately 

below~ 
c) the top of the exterior wall plates is not greater than 0.6 m above the floor of 

such storey on any two adjacent exterior "valls; and 
d) a maximum of two opposite exterior walls may have a dimension greater tban 

0.6 m between the top of the exterior waJl plate and the floor of such storey. 

1. Moncton Street Building Height and Density: 

Currently, the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy allows some three storey buildings (one 
in three bUildings) on Moncton Street and allows these buildings to have a Floor Area Ratio 
(FAR) of 1. 6 times the lot area. The majority of buildings on the street are to be a maximum of 
2 storeys and have Q Floor Area Ratio of 1.2 times the lot area. 

]t is proposed to change the Strategy to reduce the maximum building height for all the 
properlies on A10ncton Street to a maximum 2 storeys with a maximum density of FAR of 1.2. 
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Exceptions may be allowed in exceptional circumstances. This is aimed at better ensuring that 
new development complements the existing character of the Village. 

Survey Results: 

Comment # Responses % 

Strongly Agree 46 55.2 

Agree 17 20 

Neutral 5 6.0 

Disagree 6 7.2 

Strongly Disagree 7 8.5 

Left blank 2 2.4 

TOTAL 83 100 

The survey responses indicate over 75 percent of respondents strongly agree or agree with the 
proposed Steves ton Area Plan and Strategy changes regarding the maximum pennitted building 
height and density for Moncton Street in the Village Core. 

2. Bayview Street Maximum Building Height: 

The Strategy currently allows a maximum building height of three storeys for properties on the 
north side of Bayview Street. 

It is proposed 10 change the Strategy to limit the maximum building height to 2 storeys for 
buildings fronting onto the north side of Bayview Street, and to allow the building to have a 
portion of the building at 2 0 storeys, limited to an area within the roof structure. The north 
side of the building can be 3 storeys. This is intended to ensure that new development is of an 
appropriate scale. 

As shown in the attached Bylaw 8981, 500/0 of the building can be 2 and 2 12 storeys, and 50% of 
the building can be 3 storeys. 

Survey Results: 

Comment # Responses % 

Strongly Agree 35 42.1 

Agree 32 38.5 

Neutral 5 6.0 

Disagree 6 7.2 

Strongly Disagree 5 6.0 

Left blank 0 0 

TOTAL 83 100 
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The survey responses indicate that over 80 percent of respondents strongly agree or agree with 
the Steveston Area Plan changes regarding the maximum pennitted building height on the north 
side of Bayview Street. 

3. Proposed Village On-site Parking Changes: 

Currently, as an incentive for heritage conservation in the Village, the Strategy allows parking 
for residential and non-residential uses to be reduced by up to 33%from the requirements in the 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw. 

In response to public concerns, it is proposed that more parking be pro vide dfor residential 
development, and that the allowed parking reductionJor residential uses be reduced 10 13%. 
This would result in a requirement/or 1.3 spaces per dwelling unit, upfrom the 1. 0 space per 
dwelling currently required in the Strategy. This is proposed to ensure that more on-site parking 
is provided, and impacts on street parking are reduced. 

Survey Results: 

Comment # Responses % 

Strongl'y Agree 32 38.5 

Agree. 26 31.3 

Neutral 5 6.0 

Disagree 6 7.2 

Strongly Disagree 12 14.4 

Left blank 2 2.4 

TOTAL 83 100 

The survey responses indicate that nearly 70 percent of respondents strongly agree or agree with 
the proposed Steveston Area Plan changes to required on-site parking requirements. 

4. Clarification of Village Building Baseline Elevation Information 

It was clarified for attendees at the meetings that the elevation from which to calculate maximum 
building height for development is to be the higher elevation of, either the adjacent sidewalk (if 
one exists), or the 1.4 m Geodetic Survey of Canada (GSC) datum. The geodetic datum is a 
surveyed elevation based on a Federal survey reference system. 

5. Clarification of Bayview Street Building Storeys and Height 

- North Side of Bayview Street 

38724:53 

The proposed 2-storey limit on the north side of Bayview Street is to be further controlled 
by a maximwn surveyed building height of 15 m GSC geodetic survey datum. 
Depending on the scale of building proposed, the third storey on the north 50% of the site 
may be ground-oriented commercial space, with parking at-grade on the north of a 
property for a small building. A larger building - such as the recently approved building 
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Staff from Policy Planning, Development Applications, Heritage Services, 
can assist in 

heritage planning, design and promotional initiatives along the Steveston Waterfront from fonner 
Atagi Boatworks to and including London Farm. 

- With the new 2041 OCP and the Steveston Area Plan, new and improved Development 
~ .... • ~ ... nlA""A"''''~ to ensure 

building and landscaping along the Steveston Waterfront (e.g., for the 90 Village buildings, 
the Onni site, London Landing). One well designed development example which is being 

is the / project \-vhich includes a \u-::at"prlrrr.,1f" 

OoLIIJl"-'A.L.J.H'.'" and park SlJClceS, 

City-owned 
heritage resources throughout the City, and within the Steveston Waterfront includi.ng the 
Britannia Shipyard and London Fann, 

- Parks will soon be bring forth a 2022 Parks and Open Space Strategy which proposes various 
improvements ~.'A"·"~~."~I"'. 
- a Steveston \Vaterfront Interpretive Program, 
- Steveston Harbour Vision implementation actions, 
- Enhanced opporhmities to better link Steveston waterfront maritime destinations 

UU,,".'LUI.I Pond, Garry Point of 

""'V'-L~"H"'V to 
establish a Business Improvement Area (BrA), 

- Engineering will: 
,.-. ...... "r',.'"'''' to projects vvith 
compatibi I ity, 

Steveston waterfront, 
opportunity to 

"'''''':1 ... h''\''\O',.,+0 to ensure design 

- explore opportunities for improved street-lighting and consistent light standard design 
along the Steveston Waterfront, 

- Transportation Division's proposed Chatham Street and Bayview streetscape designs, jf 
approved, will the pedestrian connections from Garry Park through the 
to the boardwalk 

- Arts Public Art are with 
Engineering and Transpoliation the potential of 'wrapping' City-owned service kiosks with 
vinyl graphics to provide heritage information. Vinyl wraps may also be used to provide 

the Waterfront area. 

Each of these initiatives will be brought forward for Council's consideration as they become 
ready (e.g., in mid 3 for the 2022 Parks and Open Space Strategy). 

Financial Implications 

None. 

3872453 



PLN - 20

June 27, 2013 - 10 - 08-4200-00NoI01 

Conclusion 

The Steveston Village public consultation process undertaken in late April and early May 2013 
found strong support among key community stakeholder groups and residents for proposed 
changes to the Village Heritage Conservation Strategy. Staff propose changes to the Steveston 
Area Plan to fine-tune building height, density and required on-site residential parking 
requirements, and to clarify the baseline building elevation for the Village Core. 

It is recommended that Bylaw 898] to amend Schedule 2.4 of Richmond Official Community 
Plan Bylaw 7100 - the Steveston Area Plan - be introduced and given first reading. 

As well staff have identified range of upcoming and potential Steveston Waterfront heritage and 
design and waterfront promotional initiatives for the area between the fonner Atagi Boatworks 
and London Farm. 

Z 
Manager, Policy Planning 
(604-276-4139) 

BK:cas 

Attachment 1: Staff Report Dated January 22, 2013 
Attachment 2: Policy Planning Open House Display Boards 
Attachment 3: Survey Form 

Planner 2 
(604-276-4279) 

Attachment 4: Survey Forms Submitted at Stakeholders Meeting 
Attachment 5: Comments from Survey Forms 
Attachment 6: Conceptual Cross Section for the North Side of Bayview Street 
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ATIACHMENT 1 

City of 
Richmond 

Report to Committee 

To: Planning Committee Date: January 22,2013 

From: Joe Erceg, MelP File: OB-4200-03/2012-VoI01 
General Manager, Planning and Development 

Re: Proposed Changes to the Steves ton Vill age Conservation Strategy 

Staff Recommendations 

1. That the proposed Review Concept to amend the Stcveston Village Conservation Strategy 
outlined in this rcpoJ1 be be endorsed i,n principle for the purpose of ca.rrying out public 
coosuJtation. 

2. That staff report back on the outcome of the above public consultation regarding the 
proposed Review Concept. 

&.c 
General Managl. Planning and Development 

Alt. I 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED To : CONCURRE NCE 

~"'7b~;;;;iM"," 
Development Applications <'l' 
Transportation g:: 
Engineering 

RevIEwED BY 
INITIALS: R EVIEWED BY CAO CiG D IREC TORS yW 
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Joe Erceg, MCIP 
General Manager, Planning and Development 
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Proposed to the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy 
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I . the proposed Review Conservation 
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proposed Review Concept. 
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Staff Report 

Purpose 

The purpose ofthis report is to present a proposed Review Concept to address Council's 
concerns regarding the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy (the Strategy). The Review 
Concept proposes several changes to clarify the Conservation Strategy and implementation, and 
seek pennission to proceed to public consultation. 

Origin 

At the June 2 1, 2011 meeting of the Planning Committee, staff presented a report for the 
rezoning of3531 Bayview Street (application RZ 10-547513). The Committee considered the 
proposal and referred the application back to staff. Staff were directed to re-examine the 
Steveston Village Conservation Strategy and the rezoning proposal, specifically to review the 
parking reductions, permitted density, bui lding height policies and general design guidelines of 
the Strategy. In addition, staff was to provide information on how the rezoning proposal could 
be amended to better conform to the Strategy. 

The rezoning proposal was withdrawn by the new property owner on May 11,2012. The new 
owner has submitted a modified proposal under a new rezoning application, which is being 
reviewed to ensure that it is compatible with the proposed Village Conservation Strategy Review 
Concept described in this report. 

Background 

The Steveston Village Conservation Strategy was developed to provide an incentive-based 
program to SUppOlt and facilitate heritage conservation in the Steveston Village, and in particular 
preservation of 17 heritage buildings identified as important features of the community. The 
Strategy was approved by Council on June 22, 2009. In the process Council designated the 
Steves ton Village Core as a Heritage Conservation Area and established development 
application requirements for the alteration of land and buildings located within the Conservation 
Area. Council also adopted revisions to the Development Permit Guidelines in the Steveston 
Area Plan (Schedule 2.4 of the Official Community Plan). The new development permit 
guidelines are intended to preserve the exteriors of the 17 identified heritage buildings in the 
Village, and provide general guidelines for the alteration or re-development of the other 73 non­
heritage buildings in the Village Conservation Area. 

Findings of Fact 

The Strategy provides incentives for heritage preservation and new development which respect 
the historic character and value of Steves ton Village including: 

• Density bonus provisions to increase density from a base density of 1.0 FAR to 1.2 FAR 
to promote heritage conservation and retain the small scale character of the Village and 
for a contribution to affordable housing; 
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Staff Report 

Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to present a proposed Review Concept to address Council's 
concerns regarding the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy (the Strategy). The Review 
Concept proposes several changes to clarify the Conservation StJ:ategy and implementation, and 
seek pelmission to proceed to public consultation. 

Origin 

At the June 21, 2011 meeting of the Planning Committee, staff presented a fepOli for the 
rezoning of3531 Bayview Street (application RZ J 0-547513). The Committee considered the 
proposal and refeHed the application back to staff. Staff were directed to fe-examine the 
Steveston Village Conservation Strategy and the rezoning proposal, specifically to review the 
parking reductions, pelmitted density, building height policies and general design guidelines of 
the Strategy. In addition, staff was to provide information on how the rezoning proposal could 
be amended to better confonn to the Strategy. 

The rezoning proposal was withdrawn by the new property OWller on May iI, 2012. The new 
owner has submitted a modified proposal under a new rezoning application, which is being 
reviewed to ensure that it is compatible with the proposed Village Conservation Strategy Review 
Concept described in this report. 

Background 

The Steveston Village Conservation strategy was developed to provide an incentive-based 
program to support and facilitate heritage conservation in the Steveston Village, and in particular 
preservation of 17 heritage bui ldings identi tied as important features of the community. The 
Strategy was approved by Council on June 22,2009. In the process Council designated the 
Steveston Village Core as a Heritage Conservation Area and established development 
application requirements for the alteration of land and buildings located within the Conservation 
Area. Council also adopted revisions to the Development Permit Guidelines in the Steveston 
Area Plan (Schedule 2.4 of the Official Commllllity Plan). The new development permit 
guidelines are intended to preserve the exteriors of the 17 identified heritage buildings in the 
Village, and provide general guidelines for the alteration or re-development of the otber 73 non­
heritage buildings in the Village Conservation Area. 

Findings of Fact 

The Strategy provides incentives for heritage preservation and new development which respect 
the historic character and value of Steveston Village including: 

• Density bonus provisions to increase density from a base density of 1.0 FAR to 1.2 FAR 
to promote heritage conservation and retain the small scale character of the Village and 
for a contribution to affordable housing; 
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• Additional density bonus provision of 0.4 FAR for a maximum of up to 1.6 FAR for the 
preservation of an existing heritage resource, contributions to a Heritage Grant Program, 
and a contribution to affordable housing; 

• Parking reductions of up to 33% of the Zoning Bylaw parking requirement for residential 
and non-residential uses as an incentive for heritage conservation and to encourage a 
compact and walkable conununity and; 

• Ground floor (non-residential) slab elevation is to be measured from the existing street 
grade. 

Analysis 

1. Village Sub-Areas 

For the purposes of this report, Conservation Strategy policies have been categorized based on 8 
Village sub-areas, as shown on the following map: 
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• Additional density bonus provision of 0.4 FAR for a maximmTI of up to 1.6 FAR for the 
preservation of an existing heritage resource, conttibutions to a Heritage Grant Program, 
and a contribution to affordable housing; 

• Parking reductions of up to 33% of the Zoning Bylaw parking requirement for residential 
and non-residential uses as an incentive for heritage conservation and to encourage a 
compact and walkable community and; 

• Ground floor (non-residential) slab elevation is to be measured from the existing street 
grade. 

Analysis 

I. Village Sub-Areas 

For the purposes of this report, Conservation Strategy policies have been categorized based on 8 
Village sub-areas, as shown on the following map: 

Figure One - Sub-Areas in the Steveston Village 
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These areas are: 

I. Chatham Street North 
2. Chatham Street South 
3. Chatham Street Midblock 
4. Moncton Street North 
5. Moncton Street South 
6. Moncton Street Midblock 
7. Bayview Street North 
8. Bayview Street South I Riverfront 

A larger version of this map and a detailed table summarizing how the proposed Review Concept 
applies to these sub·areas is provided in Attachment 1. 

2. Parking - Gcncral 

As an incentive for heritage conservation and to encourage the retention of the small scale of 
development, the existing Strategy pennits a reduction in off-street parking of up 33% as 
follows: 

• Residential use: from 1.5 to I space per dwelling unit plus 0.2 visitors' space per unit. In 
mixed·use buildings, residential visitors' parking is shared with non·residenti al parking. 

• Non- residential uses: 

o General and Convenience Retail, Office, and Service Uses · from 3 to 2 spaces 
per 100 sq. In of floor area; 

o Restaurant - from 8 to 6 spaces per 100 sq. m of floor area; and 

o General Industrial- fTom I space per 100 sq. m of floor area to 0.66 space per 100 
sq. m of floor area. 

Planning Committee Concerns 

Concerns were raised at Planning Committee regarding the residential parking reduction allowed 
under the existing Strategy. Committee members expressed a range of opinions regarding the 
parking reductions in the Strategy: some members had no concerns with the 33% reduction 
permitted; some Committee members supported some level of parking reduction; and some were 
not in favour of any reduction to required off·street parking. One concern was that the permitted 
reduction for residential parking would result in too much residential parking occurring on the 
streets, creating a shortfall in available on·street parking. 

The issue of improving on·street parking in the Steveston Village will be further examined in a 
separate report from the Transportation Division at the February 19, 2013 Planning Committee 
meeting which will outline the proposed streetscape improvements for Chatham and Bayview 
Streets including options to increase on-street parking. 
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These areas are: 

1. Chatham Street NOlih 
2. Chatham Street South 
3. Chatham Street Midblock 
4. Moncton Street North 
5. Moncton Street South 
6. Moncton Street Midblock 
7. Bayview Street North 
8. Bayview Street South I Riverfront 

version of this map and a detailed 
applies to these sub-areas is provided in Attachment 1. 

2. - General 

411 Residential use: from 1.5 to 1 space per dwelling unit plus 
rnixed-use buildings, residential visitors' parking is shared 

411 Non- residential uses: 

o General and Convenience Retail, Office, and 
per 100 sq. m of floor area; 

o Restaurant - from 8 to 6 spaces per 100 sq. m of floor 

3 to 2 

o General Industrial ~ from 1 space per 100 sq. m of floor area to 0.66 
sq. m of floor area. 

Planning Committee Concerns 

Concems were raised at Planning Committee regarding the residential 
under the existing Strategy. Committee members expressed a 
parking reductions in the Strategy: some members had no concerns with 
permitted; some Committee members supported some level 
not in favour of any reduction to required off-street ,..,,,,,.'v,,"\ 
reduction residential parking would result in too much 
Sfrleets. creating a shortfall in available on-street parking. 

The of improving on-street parking in the Stevesfon 
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3. Future Parking Demand 

Staff in Transportation Division have carried out a review of the current parking relaxation 
permitted in the Strategy to determine if revised parking rates would be more suitable to better 
represent the unique characteristics of Steveston Village. The key factors considered for 
assessing parking rates for the Steveston Village core are: 

• The Steveston Village will continue to be a complete community with the commercial and 
retail estab lishments offering a variety of goods and services in close proximity to each 
other and area residents resulting in fewer vehicles trips generated; 

• There is good transit service for residents, employees and visitors to and from Steveston 
Village; (currently, 401 ,402,407 410 and C93 bus lines are available that provide an eight 
minute frequency in the peak and IS minute intervals in the off peak times); and 

• The recommendations of the Institute o/Transportation Engineer 's Parking Generation 
Guide are followed wherever poss ible specifically for smaller scale retail uses in a village 
setting in order to assist in managing parking and parking reductions. 

The Steveston Village Core area used for parking analysis is defined as the area within the black 
outline of the following map and the properties on the sout h side of Bayview Street between 
No. 1 Road and Third A venue. 
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3" Futul"e Parking Demand 

Staff in Transp0I1ation Division have carried out a review of the current parking relaxation 
permitted in the Strategy to determine if revised parking rates wo uld be more sui table to better 
represent the unique characteristics of Steveston Village. The key factors considered for 
assessing parking rates for tile Steveston Village core are: 

• The Steveston Village will continue to be a complete community with the commercial and 
retail establishments offering a variety of goods and services in close proximity to each 
other and area residents resulting in fewer vehicles hips generated; 

.• There is good transit service for residents, employees and visitors to and from Steveston 
Village; (currently, 40 I ,402,407 410 and C93 bus lines are available that provide an eight 
minute frequency in the peak and 15 minute intervals in the off peak times); and 

• The recommendations of the Institute a/Transportation Engineer's Parking Generation 
Guide are followed wherever possible specifically for smaller scale retail uses in a village 
setting in order to assist in managing parking and parking reductions. 

The Steveston Village Core area used for parking analysis is defined as the area within the black 
outline of the following map and the properties on the south side of Bayview Street between 
No.1 Road and Third Avenue. 
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This analysis was carried out to determine if the projected future parking supply in the Village 
could acconunodate the future parking demand anticipated at full build-out of pemlitted land use 
and density in the Village. Based on the updated analysis which took into account the above 
noted factors, the estimated demand for residential parking in the Village has been detemlined to 
be 1.3 parking spaces per dwelling unit. 

The results of this analysis are: 

Residential Uses - Staff have determined that with the range of densities pennitted under the 
Strategy, all required residential parking spaces could be accommodated on-site, based on the 
rate of 1.3 parking spaces per residential unit plus 0.2 visitors ' space per unit (shared with non­
residential parking). If a developer wished to provide less parking on-site, there is the option to 
provide parking within 150 m of the property (secured in perpetuity through legal encumbrance), 
or the developer could choose to pay $25,000 cash-in-lieu of each parking space not provided to 
the Steveston Off-Street Parking Reserve. In no case would on-street parking be used to meet 
residential parking requirements. Staff opinion is that cash-ill-lieu payments for parking shortfall 
would likely be limited to non-residential spaces. 

Non-Residential Uses - Based on future build-out, non-residential parking demand would exceed 
the future Steveston Village overall parking supply by approximately 30 parking spaces. 

This non-residential parking shortfall is attributed to several properties that appear not able to 
meet the non-residential on-site parking requirements including properties with heritage 
buildings. 

For those properties where required non-residential parking cannot be accommodated on-site, a 
cash-in-lieu payment of $25,000 for each stall not provided can be made. In addition, it is also 
proposed that these non-residential shortfall cases could be partially addressed through on-street 
parking initiatives throughout Steveston Village, plus redevelopments which do not maximize 
the potential density available where additional parking on-site can be provided, and can be 
shared / leased to those sites with a non-residential parking shortfall. 

While the Transportation Division wi ll make efforts to increase the supply of on-street parking 
within the Village Core, it should be noted that there are currently sufficient public parking 
spaces available just outside the core area which could absorb the potential 30 space non­
residential parking shortfall. These parking spaces are located within a five- to eight- minute 
walking distance of the Village, on Chatham Street between 3rd Avenue and i h Avenue. 

Proposed Concept: 

Based on the above updated staff analysis and previous comments made at Planning Committee, 
staff propose to adjust the parking reduction permitted in the Strategy as follows: 
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This analysis was canied out to determine if the projected future parking suppJy in the Village 
could accommodate the future parking demand anticipated at full build-out of pennitted land use 
and density in the Village. Based on the updated analysis which took into account the above 
noted factors, the estimated demand for residential parking in the Village has been determined to 
be 1.3 parking spaces per dwelling unit. 

The results of this analysis are: 

Residential Uses - Staff have detennined tbat with the range of densities permitted under the 
Strategy, all required residential parking spaces could be accommodated on-site, based on the 
"(ate of 1.3 parking spaces per residential unit plus 0.2 visitors' space per unit (shared with non­
residential parking). If a developer wished 10 provide less parking on-site, there is the option to 
provide parking within 150 m of the propeliy (seemed in perpetuity through legal encumbrance), 
or t.he developer could choose to pay $25,000 cash-in-lieu of each parking space not provided to 
the Steveston Off-Street Parking Reserve. In no case would on-street parki.ng be used to meet 
residential parking requirements. Staff opinion is that cash-to-Heu payments for parking shortfall 
would likely be limited to non-residential spaces. 

Non~Residential Uses ~ Based on future build-out, non-residential parking demand would exceed 
the futrne Steveston Village overall parking supply by approximately 30 parking spaces. 

This non-residential parking shortfall is attributed to several properties that appear not able to 
meet the non-residential on-site parking requirements including properties with heritage 
buildings. 

For those properties where required non-residential parking CaJllot be accommodated on-site, a 
cash-in-lieu payment of $25,000 for each stall not provided ean be made. ill addition, it is also 
proposed that these non-residential shortfall cases could be partially addressed through on-street 
parking initiatives throughout Steves ton Village, plus redevelopments which do not maximize 
the potential density available where additional paJ"king on-site can be provided, and can be 
shared / leased to those sites with a non-residential parking shortfalL 

While the Transportation Division will make efforts to increase the suppty of on-street parking 
with.in the Village Core, it should be noted that there are currently sufflcient public parking 
spaces available just outside the core area \vhich could absorb the potential 30 space non­
residential parking shortfall. These parking spaces are located within a five- to eight- minute 
walking distance of the Village, on Chatham Street between 3 rd Avenue and ill Avenue. 

Proposed Concept: 

Based on the above updated staff analysis and previous comments made at Planning Committee, 
staff propose to adjust the parking reduction permitted in the Strategy as follows: 

3752676 



January 22, 2013 - 7 -

Table 1 - Proposed Amendments to Parking Requirements in the Village Conservation Strategy 

Us. Parking Required Under Parking Required Under Proposed Review 
ExistinQ StrateQv Concept 

Mixed Use - Residential 33% reduction from Zoning 13% reduction from Zoning bylaw -
bylaw - 1.3 spaces per dwelling. 
1.0 space per dwelling Minimum of one space-per dwelling on-site 

Mixed Use Residential 0.2 space per dwelling unit No change 
Visitors' (shared with non-

residential uses) 
Mixed Use Non-Residential 33% reduction from Zon ing No change 

bvlaw 

Under the proposed Review Concept, if a development proposal is unable to provide the 1.3 
parking spaces per dwelling unit, cash-in-lieu of parking contribution can be made, but in no 
case will less than I parking space per dwelling unit be pemlitted. Cash-in-lieu of parking 
payment would be at the established rate 0[$25,000 per space not provided on site. 

4. Streetscape Improvements 

Based on Transportation's analysis of the streetscape improvements to Chatham Street and 
Bayview Street, it is expected that improvements could result in approximately 55 additional 
parking spaces on Chatham Street, and approximately 20 new parking spaces on Bayview Street, 
for a total of up to 75 additional parking spaces in the Steveston Vi ll age. As noted earlier, 
Transportation Division staff will present a separate report on the proposed streetscape 
improvement concepts in conjwlction with this report, at the February 19,2013 Planning 
Committee meeting. 

5. Geodetic Building Elevation Point 

The existing Strategy requires that the constructed floor slab for new non-residential construction 
meet existing road elevation. While the ground elevation throughout the Steveston Village is 
relatively consistent, there is a ri se in grade from Moncton Street south to Bayview Street, which 
is the municipal dike. This change in grade is approximately 1.8 m from the grade at the 
intersection of Moncton Street and 3rcl A venue - which is 1.4 m GSC (Geodetic Survey of 
Canada) - to 3.2 m GSC at Bayview Street. The grade makes a traditional measurement of 
height and determination of a vertical building envelope challenging. 

Planning Committee Concerns 

Members of the Planning Committee expressed concerns regarding the elevation to be used as 
the base for detennining building height. It was suggested that the Moncton Street elevation of 
1.4 m GSC be used as the baseline elevation throughout the Steveston Village. 

Proposed Concept: 

The Review Concept proposes that the maximum slab elevation for any parking structure or non­
residential fl oor slab be no higher than the greater of 1.4 m GSC, or the elevation of the existing 
adjacent sidewalk, ensuring full mobility access to non-residential areas and respecting the 
existing character of the area. Future development applications are to confornl to this 1.4 m GSC 
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Table 1 - Proposed Amendments to Parking Requirements in the Village Conservation Strategy 

Use Parking Required Under Parking Required Under Proposed Review 
Existing Strategy Concept 

Mixed Use - Residential 33% reduction from Zoning 13% reduction from Zoning bylaw-
bylaw - 1.3 spaces per dwelling. 
1.0 space per dwellinQ Minimum of ones~ace Jl.er dwellil}Qon-sile 

Mixed Use - Residential 0.2 space per dwelling unit No change 
Visitors' (shared with non-

residential uses) 
Mixed Use - Non-Residential 33% reduction from Zoning No change 

bylaw 

Under the proposed Review Concepl, if a development proposaJ is unable to provide the 1.3 
parking spaces per dwelling Wlit, cash-in-lieu of parking contribution can be made, but in no 
case will less than 1 parking space per dwelling unit be pennitted. Cash-in-lieu of parking 
payment would be at the established fate of$25,OOO per space not provided on site. 

4. Streetscape Improvements 

Based on Transportation's analysis of the stree1scape improvements to Chatham Street and 
Bayview Sl1'cet, it is expected tbat improvements could result in approximately 55 additional 
parking spaces on Chatham Slreet, and approximately 20 new parking spaces on Bayview Street, 
for a total of up to 75 additional parking spaces in the Steves ton Village. As noted earlier, 
Transportation Division stafi' will present a separate report on the proposed streetscape 
improvement concepts in conjunction with this report, at the February 19,2013 Planning 
Committee meeting. 

5. Geodetic Building Elevation Point 

The existing Strategy requires that the constructed floor slab for new non-residential construction 
meet existing road elevation. While the ground elevation throughout the Steveston Village is 
relatively consistent, there is a rise in grade from Moncton Street south to Bayview Street, which 
is the municipal dike. This change in grade is approximately 1.8 m fi'om the grade at the 
intersection of Moncton Street and 3rd Avenue - which is 1.4 m GSC (Geodetic Survey of 
Canada) - to 3.2 m GSC at Bayview Street. The grade makes a traditional measurement of 
height and determination of a vertical building envelope challenging. 

Planning Committee Concems 

Members of the Planning Committee expressed concerns regarding the elevation to be used as 
the base for deteJ111ining building height. It was suggested that the Moncton Street elevation of 
1.4 m GSC be used as the baseline elevation throughout the Steveston Village. 

Proposed Concept: 

The Review Concept proposes that the maximum slab elevation for any parking structure or non­
residential floor slab be no higher than the greater of 1.4 m GSC, or the elevation of the existing 
adjacent sidewalk, ensuring full mobility access to non-residential areas and respecting the 
existing character of the area, Future development applications are to confonn to this 1.4 m GSC 
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measurement datum. Flood protection requirements under Flood Plain Designation and 
Protection Bylaw No. 8204 would still apply to all developments in the Steves ton Village. The 
1.4 m GSC measurement datum will apply to most areas of the Village, including properties on 
the north side of Bayview Street. 

This measurement datum wi ll not apply to lands on the south side of Bayview Street (Area 8), as 
the current road elevation of3.2 m GSC is applicable to that area. For these properties, non­
residential floor slab will be the greater of 3.2 m GSC or the elevation of the adjacent sidewalk, 
if one exists. Establishing the 1.4 m GSC as the base elevation provides certainty of the grade 
benchmark in the Village and reinforces the existing road elevation as a character-defining 
heritage feature. 

Dike Master Plan 

The Engineering Department is currently preparing the Dike Master Plan, which will have 
implications for the Steveston area. The primary options under consideration are to improve 
dikes in their current location, or build a new dike on Steveston Island. Engineering staff will be 
reporting to Council in 2013 on the results of stakeholder consultation and provide 
recommendations for a future strategy. Any potential implications for heritage conservation in 
the Steveston Vi llage will be identified at that time. 

6. Building Height 

Building height and massing are key aspects of the character of Steveston Village, pm1icularly 
on Moncton and Bayview Streets as the two main streets of Steves ton Village. The existing 
Strategy allows building heights as shown in the following table: 

Table 2 - Building Height Permitted Under the Existing Steveston Village Conservation Strategy 

Before Strate re - 2009 Existin Strate 
Areas 1 to 3 CS2 Zone 2 storeys (9 m) Up to 3 storeys (12 m) 
Chatham St CS3 Zone - 3 storeys (12 m) 
Areas 4 and 5 CS2 Zone 2 storeys (9 m) 2 storeys (9 m); 1/3 block can be 3 
Moncton St CS3 Zone - 3 storeys (12 m) storeys (12 m)' 
Area 6 CS2 Zone 2 storeys (9 m) Up to 3 storeys (12 m) 
S of Moncton St CS3 Zone - 3 storeys (12 m) 
Area 7 CS2 Zone 2 storeys (9 m) Up to 3 storeys (12 m) 
Bayview St (N) CS3 Zone - 3 storeys (12 m) 
Area 8 CS2 Zone 2 storeys (9 m) Up 3 storeys height not to exceed 20 
Bayview 5t (SI CS3 Zone - 3 stor~r; ~)2 m) mGSC 

ZMU10 - 2 storeys 9 m 

Planning Committee Concerns 

Planning Corrunittee has expressed concerns about building height in the Steveston Vi ll age 
including the potential impacts of having three storey buildings on Moncton and Bayview 
Streets. Comments from the COl1l1uittee included: 

1. Moncton Street should remain generall y at 2 storeys . While the existing Strategy pennits 
a limited amount (113 of a block) to be 3 storeys, the existing 2 storey character was 
strongly supported. 
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measurement datum. Flood protection requirements under Flood Plain Designation and 
Protection Bylaw No. 8204 would still apply to all developments in the Steveston Village. The 
1.4 m GSC measurement datum \\Jill apply to most aJeas of the Village, including properties on 
the north side of Bayview Street. 

This measurement datum will not apply to lands on the south side of Bayview Sh'eet (Area 8), as 
the current road elevation of 3.2 m GSC is applicable to that area. For these properties, non­
residential floor slab will be the greater of3.2 m GSC or the elevation of1he adjacent sidewalk, 
if one exists. Establishing the 1.4 m GSC as the base elevation provides ce11ainty of the grade 
benchmark in the Village and reinforces the existing road elevation as a character-defming 
heritage feature. 

Dike Master Plan 

The Engineering Department is cunently preparing the Dike Master Plan, which will have 
implications for the Steveston area. The primary options under consideration are to improve 
dikes ll1 their current location, or build a new dike on Steves ton fsland. Engineering staff will be 
reporting to Council in 2013 on the results of stakeholder consultation and provide 
recommendations for a future strategy. Any potential implications for heritage conservation in 
the Steveston Village will be identified at that time, 

6. Building Heigbt 

Building height and massing are key aspects of the character of Steveston Village, particularly 
on Moncton and Bayview Streets as the two main streets of Steveston V illage. The existing 
Strategy allows building heights as sho\Vl1 in the following table: 

Table 2 - Building Height Permitted Under the EXisting Steveston Village Conservation Strategy 

Before Strategy (pre - 2009) Existing Strategy 
Areas 1 to 3 CS2 Zone - 2 storeys (9 m) Up to 3 storeys (12 m) 
Chatham St CS3 Zone - 3 storeys (12 m) 
Areas 4 and 5 CS2 Zone - 2 storeys (9 m) 2 storeys (9 m); 113 block can be 3 
Moncton St CS3 Zone - 3 storeys (12 m) storeys (12 m) 
Area 6 CS2 Zone - 2 storeys (9 m) Up to 3 storeys (12 m) 
S of Moncton Sf CS3 Zone - 3 storeys (12 m) 
Area 7 CS2 Zone - 2 storeys (9 m) Up to 3 storeys (12 m) 
Ba~view St {Nl CS3 Zone - 3 storeys (12 m) 
Area 8 CS2 Zone - 2 storeys (9 m) Up 3 sloreys - height nolla exceed 20 
Bayview St (S) CS3 Zone - 3 storeys (12 m) mGSC 

ZMU10 - 2 storeys (9 m) 

Planning Committee Concems 

PlalUling Commit1ee has expressed concerns about building height in the Steveston Village 
including the potential impacts of having three storey buildings on Moncton and Bayvievv 
Streets. Comments from the Commjttee included: 

I. Moncton Street should remain generally at 2 stOl:eys. While the existing Strategy penuits 
a limited amount (1/3 ofa block) to be 3 storeys, the existing 2 storey character was 
strongly supp0l1ed. 
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2. North side of Bayview Street should have a maximum building height of 2 storeys. Any 
non-residential slab elevation should match existing Bayview Street elevation. 

Proposed Concept: 

The Review Concept outlined in this report would generally maintain the height guidelines 
established in the Strategy, with changes proposed for Moncton Street (Areas 4 and 5) and 
properties on the north side of Bayview Street (Area 7) as follows: 

Table 3 - Proposed Building Height in the Steveston Village 

2009 Strate Pro ased Review Conce t 
Areas 1, 2 and 3 3 storeys (12 m) No change 
Chatham 8t 
Areas 4 and 5 2 storeys (9 m); 2 storeys (9 m) max. 
Moncton 5t 1/3 block can be 3 Additional height and density may be considered on a case by 

storeys (12 m) case basis 
Chanqe from existinq Strateqy 

Area 6 3 storeys (12 m) No change 
S of Moncton St 
Area 7 - North Side Up to 3 storeys 2 storeys facing Bayview Street (112 of building) stepping back: to 
of Bayview Street (12 m) 2 Yo storeys (in gable or roof on ly) 

North portion of si te - 3 storeys (1f2 of building) 
2 Yo storeys limited to 1f3 of a block (1 build ing in 3) 
Maximum height 15 m GSC (height of structure 13.6 m) 
Change from existing Strategy-

Area 8 South side Up 3 storeys No change 
of Bayview Street height not to 

exceed 20 m GSC 

The max.imum building height for Moncton Street (Areas 4 and 5) is proposed to be limited to 2 
storeys and 9 m (29.5 ft). This reflects the comments of the Planning Committee regarding the 
existing character of the street. However, it should be noted that applications to rezone for a 
taller building could still be submitted, and would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. These 
applications would have to clearly demonstrate community benefit and exceptional heritage 
conservation measures as part of any application submitted for Council consideration. 

The proposed Strategy would allow a maximum building height of 15 m GSC for lots on the 
north side of Bayview Street (Area 7) reflecting the changing grade of these properties. A 2-
storey building with below-structure parking fronting onto the north side of Bayview Street will 
result in a three storey building on the north property line, as the site grade drops from Bayview 
Street moving north. The height of the structure from grade at the north property line would be a 
maximum of 13.6 m, and 12 m from grade at the south property line. 

The Review Concept also proposes new controls for upper storey massing of buildings in Area 7 
(the north side of Bayview Street). Up to Y2 of the bui lding fronting Bayview Street can be 2 
storeys stepping back to 2 Y2 storeys and the north Y2 of the building can be up to 3 storeys. Any 
2 Y2 storey element would be limited to gable roof elements, to ensure that the fl oor area of the Y2 
storey is contained in the roof structure. It is proposed that a 2 Y2 storey structure would be 
limited to 113 of the block, to ensure a variety ofrooflines and building height along the north 
side of Bayview Street. 
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2. N011h side of Bayview Street should have a maximum building height of 2 storeys. Any 
non-residential slab elevation should match existing Bayview Street elevation. 

Proposed Concept: 

Tbe Review Concept outlined in this report would generally maintain the beight guidelines 
established in the Strategy, with changes proposed for Moncton Street (Areas 4 and 5) and 
properties on the north side of Bayview Street (Area 7) as follows: 

Table 3 - Proposed Building Height in the Steveston Village 

2009 Strategy Proposed Review Concept 
Areas 1, 2 and 3 3 storeys (12 m) No change 
Chatham St 
Areas 4 and 5 2 storeys (9 m); 2 storeys (9 m) max. 
Moncton St 1/3 block can be 3 Additional height and density may be considered on a case by 

storeys (12 m) case basis 
Change from existin_9 Strategy 

Area 6 3 storeys (12 m) No change 
S of Moncton St 
Area 7 - North Side Up to 3 storeys 2 storeys facing Bayview Street (1/2 of building) stepping back to 
of Bayview Street (12 m) 2 Y, storeys (in gable or roof only) 

North portion of site - 3 storeys (1/2 of building) 
2 ~ storeys limited to 113 of a block (1 building in 3) 
Maximum height 15 m GSC (height of structure 13.6 m) 
Change from existing Strategy 

Area 8 - South side Up 3 storeys - No change 
of Bayview Street height not to 

exceed 20 m GSC 

The maximum building height for Moncton Street (Areas 4 and 5) is proposed to be limited to 2 
storeys and 9 m (29.5 [t). ll1is reflects the comments of the Planning Committee regarding the 
existing character of the street. However, it should be noted that applications to rezone for a 
taller building could still be submitted, and would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. These 
applications would have to clearly demonstrate community benefit and exceptional heritage 
conservation measures as part of any application submitted for Council consideration. 

The proposed Strategy would allow a maximum building height of 15 m GSC for lots on the 
north side of Bayview Street (Area 7) reflecting the changing grade of these properties. A 2-
storey building wi th below~structure parki.ng fronting onto the north side of Bayview Street will 
result in a three storey building on the north property line, as the site grade drops from Bayview 
S1reet moving north. The height of the structure from grade at the north property line would be a 
maximum of 13.6 m, and 12 m from grade at the south property line. 

The Review Concept also proposes new controls for upper storey massing of buildings in Area 7 
(the nOlih side of Bayview Street). Up to Ih. of the building fronting Bayview Street can be 2 
storeys stepping back to 2 Y:, storeys and the north Ih. of the building can be up to 3 storeys. A.ny 
2 Ih. storey element would be limited to gable roof elements, to ensure that the floor area of the Y2 
storey is contained in the roof structure. It is proposed that a 2 Ih. storey structure would be 
limited to 1/3 of the block, to ensure a variety of rooflines and building height along the north 
side of Bayview Street. 
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Starr will work with individual development applications to ensure t11at this proposed concept is 
met, recognizing that site specific issues and design concepts may result in some variation. 
However, the two storey limit for the inmlediate frontage of Bayview Street will be applied. 

For the south side of Bayview Street (Area 8), the allowed height would remain unchanged at 3 
storeys with a maximum height 0[20 m GSc. The 20 III GSC height limit would result in a 
height of structure above grade of 16.8 m. 

For the purposes of measuring height in the Village Conservation Area, an under-structure 
parking area (if one is provided) will be considered a storey, but the floor area of the parking 
structure will not be used in calculations of Floor Area Ratio. 

7. Density 

Existing Zoning - The existing CS2 and CS3 mixed-use zones in the Steveston Vi llage allow a 
maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.0. The CS2 zone allows a building height of two or three 
storeys / 9m and the CS3 Zone allows 3 storeys / 12 m. 

The existing Strategy includes two levels of density bonusing, achievable through rezoning 
properties to a new Steveston Conservation Zone. 

1. Rezoning a site to the heritage conservation zone grants an automatic increase in FAR of 
0.2 to a total of 1.2 as an incentive for heritage conservation and to encourage the 
retention of the historical small scale of development in the Village, and for a 
contribution to affordable housing, as per Richmond Zoning Bylaw requirements. 

2. A further 0.4 FAR density bonus is also avai lable resulting in a total potential density of 
1.6 FAR in support of heritage conservation, contribution to the Heritage Grant program, 
and for a contribution to affordable housing. 

Table 4 summarizes the density pennitted under the existing Strategy: 

Table 4 - Maximum Density (FAR) Permitted in the Existing Steveston Village Conservation 
Strategy 

Maximum FAR under the 2009 Strategy 
Core Area - Areas 1,2,3,6 and 7 1.2 base, up to 1.6 for heritage conservation, contribution to 

Heritage Grant Program, and to affordable housing 
Moncton Street - Areas 4 and 5 1.2 base, limited (up to 1/3 of a block) potential for up to 1.6 FAR 

for heritage conservation, contribution to Heritage Grant Program, 
and to affordable housinQ 

Riverfront Area - Area 8 1.2 base, up to 1.6 for heritage conservation, contribution to 
Heritage Grant ProQram and to affordable housinQ 

Planning Committee Concems 

Planning Committee has not expressed specific concerns regarding the density bonusing 
provided under the existing Strategy, but concerns were ra ised regarding the potential impact of 
three-storey buildings on Moncton Street. However, the maximum 1.6 FAR permitted cannot 
likely be achieved without a three-storey building, and utilizing the fu ll parking reductions as 
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Staff will work with individual development applications to ensure that tlus proposed concept is 
met, recognizing that site specific issues and design concepts may result in some variation. 
[-!owever, the two storey limit for the inunediate frontage of Bayview Street will be applied. 

For the sourh side of Bayview StTeet (Area 8), the allowed height \>.,'ould remain unchanged at 3 
storeys with a maximum height 0[20 m GSC. TI1e 20 m GSC height limit would result in a 
height of structure above grade of 16.8 m. 

For the purposes of measuring height in the Village Conservation Area, an under-structure 
parking area (if one is provided) will be considered a storey, but the floor area of the parking 
structure will not be used in calculations of Floor Area Ratio. 

7. Density 

Existing Zoning - The existing CS2 and CS3 mixed-use zones in the Steveston Vi] lage allow a 
maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of J .0. The CS2 zone allows a building height of two or three 
storeys / 9m and the CS3 Zone allows 3 storeys / 12 m. 

The existing Strategy includes two levels of density bonusing, achievable through rezoning 
properties to a new Steveston Conservation Zone. 

I. Rezoning a site to the heritage conservation zone grants an automatic increase in fAR of 
0.2 to a total of 1.2 as an incentive for heritage conservation and to encourage the 
retention of the historical small scale of development in the Village, and for a 
contribution to affordable hOllsing, as per Richmond Zoning Bylaw requirements. 

2. A further 0.4 FAR density bonus is also available resulting in a total potential density of 
1.6 FAR in suppOli of heritage conservation, contribution to the Heritage Grant program, 
and for a contribution to affordable housing. 

Table 4 summarizes the density pennii1cd lmder the existing Strategy: 

Table 4 - Maximum Density (FAR) Permitted in the Existing Steveston Village Conservation 
Strategy 

Maximum FAR under the 2009 Strategy 
Core Area - Areas 1,2,3,6 and 7 1.2 base, up to 1.6 for heritage conservation, contribution 10 

Herilag.6 Grant PrOQram, and to affordable housinQ 
Moncton Street· Areas 4 and 5 1.2 base, limited (up 10 1/3 of a block) polential for up to 1.6 FAR 

for heritage conserva1ion, contribution 10 Heritage Grant Program. 
and to affordable housinQ 

Riverfront Area - Area 8 1.2 base, up to 1.6 for heritage conservation, con1ribution to 
HeritaQe Grant ProQram, and to affordable housinQ 

Plannln!2: Committee Concerns 

Planning Conunittee has not expressed specific concems regarding the density bonusing 
provided under the existing Strategy, but concerns were raised regarding the potential impact of 
three-storey buildings on Moncton Street. However, the maximum 1.6 FAR permitted cannot 
likely be achieved without a three-storey building, and utilizing the full parking reductions as 
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provided in the existing Strategy. As a result, accommodating buildings in the Village which 
achieve the maximum 1.6 FAR will likely result in larger, taller buildings which may not be 
consistent with Council's or the community's vision for the Steveston Vi ll age. 

Proposed Concept: 

Staff proposes to change the pennitted density in the Strategy for Moncton Street (Areas 4 and 5) 
as follows: 

Table 5 - Proposed Maximum Density (FAR) in the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy 

Maximum FAR under the 2009 Strate 
Core Area - Areas 1,2,3,6 and 7 1.0 base FAR up to 1.6 as incentive to retain small scale of 

development and for heritage conservation or contribution to 
Heritage grant Program and contribution to affordable housing 

Moncton Street - Areas 4 and 5 1.0 base FAR up to 1.2 as incentive to retain small scale of 
development and for contribution to Affordable Housing 
Change from ex isting Strategy 

Riverfront Area Area 8 1.0 base FAR up to 1.6 as incentive to retain small scale of 
development and for heritage conservation or contribution to 
Herilaae arant Proaram and contribution to affordable housina 

For Moncton Street (Areas 4 and 5) staff propose that the maximum density be reduced to 1.2 
FAR, eliminating the outright provision for 3-storey buildings and 1.6 FAR on portions of 
Moncton Street. The proposed change reflects the high value placed on the existing character of 
this street, and the Planning Committee's concerns regarding building height and compatibility 
with the overall character of Steveston. The 0.2 FAR density bonus is retained as an incentive to 
retain the small scale of development in the Village and encourage heritage conservation. 

However, it should be noted that applications to amend the Area Plan and rezone to allow higher 
density and a 3-storey / 12 m building height for properties on Moncton Street could still be 
submitted. These applications would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis, and applicants would 
have to clearly demonstrate community benefit and heritage conservation measures or provide 
the required contribut ion to heritage funding as part of any application submission for Council 
consideration. 

8. Des ign Guidelines 

The Platming Committee did not request specific changes to the existing Development Permit 
Guide lines for the Steveston Village. The Strategy includes Development Permit Guidelines for: 

1 - preservation of the exterior 17 existing heritage buildings; and 

2 - enhanced 'Sakamoto' guidelines for the remaining buildings in the Village. 

Staff suggest that these guidelines are adequate and appropriate to assist in achieving the design 
quality and character envisioned for the Village, and no changes are proposed. 
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provided in the existing StTategy. As a result, accommodating buildings in the Village which 
achieve the maximum 1.6 FAR will likely result in larger, taUer buildings which may not be 
consistent with Council's or the community's vision for the Steveston Village. 

Proposed Concept: 

Staff proposes to change the pelmitted density in the Strategy for Moncton Street (Areas 4 and 5) 
as follows: 

Table 5 - Proposed Maximum Density (FAR) in the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy 

Maximum FAR under the 2009 Strategy 
Core Area - Areas 1,2,3,6 and 7 1.0 base FAR up to 1.6 as incentive to retain small scale of 

development and for heritage cOllservation or contribution to 
Heri!aQe Qrant PrOQram, and contribution to affordable housinQ 

Moncton Street - Areas 4 and 5 1.0 base FAR up to 1.2 as incentive 10 retain small scale of 
development and for contribution to Affordable Housing 
Change from existing Strategy 

Riverfront Area - Area 8 1.0 base FAR up to 1.6 as incentive to retain small scale of 
development and for heritage conservation or contribution to 
Heritage grant Program, and contribution to affordable housing 

For Moncton Street (Areas 4 and 5) staff propose that the maximum density be reduced to 1.2 
FAR, eliminating the outright provision for 3~storey buildings and 1.6 FAR on por1ions of 
Moncton Street. The proposed change rel1ects the high value placed on the existing character of 
this street, and the Planning Committee's concems regarding building height and compatibility 
with the overall character of Steves ton. The 0.2 FAR density bonus is retained as an incentive to 
retain the small scale of development in the Village and encourage heritage conservation. 

However, it should be noted that applications to amend the Area Plan and rezone to allow higher 
density and a 3-storey 112 m building height for properties on Moncton Street could still be 
submitted. These applications would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis, and applicants would 
have to clearly demonstrate community benefit and heritage conservation measures or provide 
the required contribution to heritage funding as part of any application submission for Council 
consideration. 

8. Design Guidelines 

The Planning Committee did not request specific changes to the existing Development Pennit 
Guidelines for the Steves ton Village. The Strategy includes Development Pennit Guidelines for: 

1 - preservation of the exterior 17 existing heritage buildings; and 

2 - enhanced 'Sakamoto' guidelines for the remaining buildings in the Village. 

Staff suggest that these guidelines are adequate and appropriate to assist in achieving the design 
quality and character envisioned for the Village, and no changes are proposed. 
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Summary 

Tn summary, staff has reviewed the existing Steveston Vi llage Conservation Strategy, and the 
Steveston Area Plan. This review finds that the majority of the objectives and policies of the 
Strategy and the Area Plan remain valid, and that some minor changes are proposed to address 
the concerns of the Planning Committee: 

• Residential parking: amend the residential parking reductions pemlitted under the 
Strategy from 33% of bylaw requirements to 13%, minimum of 1.0 space per dwelling 
unit must be provided on site; 

• Non-residential parking: no change for non-residential parking; 
• Residential density: reduce the maximum allowed density along the North and South 

sides of Moncton Street to 1.2 FAR; 
• Building Height: reduce the maximum building height fo r buildings on Moncton Street to 

2 storeys and 9 111; 
• Amend the maximum height for buildings on the north side of Bayview StTeet (Area 7) to 

allow the south Yz of the building to be 2 storeys, stepping back to 2 ~ storeys in and 
allow 3 storeys for the north 1/2 of the building; 

• Establish a 15 m GSC maximum building height for lots on the north side of Bayview 
Street (Area 7); and 

• Confiffil the 1.4 m GSC datum elevation - detennined by the road elevation at the 
intersection of Moncton Street and 3rd Avenue - or the elevation of the adjacent sidewalk 
as the base datum point for the Village. The exception to this is properties on the south 
side of Bayview Street, where the existing road elevation of 3.2 m GSC would be used. 

Proposed Benefits 

The proposed amendments to the Strategy would have the following benefits to on-going 
heritage conservation and development in Slevcston Village: 

• Revised parking requirements will ensure that real demand for residential parking is 
provided on-site wherever possible, and for cases where this is not possible, a cash-in-lieu 
of parking contribution can be made. 

• Addresses concerns raised by the Planning Committee regard ing the potential for 3 storey 
buildings on Moncton Street. Applications for three storey buildings would still be 
possible, but projects will be assessed on individual merit and proposed benefits to 
heritage conservation and preservation, rather than be an outright provision in the 
Strategy. 

• Clarifies the existing geodetic elevation of the Village - 1.4 m GSC as measured at the 
intersection of Moncton Street and 3 rd Avenue as the basel ine for the Vi llage, and 
reinforces an important character-defining historical feature of the Steveston Vi llage. 
Properties on the south side of Bayview Street will be subject to the 3.2 m GSC datum . 

• Clarifies and simplifies the deteml ination of maximum building height for the properties 
on the north side of Bayview Street which are sloped from south to north . The proposed 
height of 15m GSC is a moderate height limit that would pemit a two storey fa~ade on 
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Bayview Street, and a three storey building to the north of properties on the north side of 
Bayview Street. 

Fina ncial Im pact 

None. 

Next Steps I Public Consultation 

Should the proposed Steveston Vi llage Conservation Strategy Review Concept be endorsed for 
further consu ltation, staff propose that the review concept be presented for public feedback. 
Staff propose one open house be jointly held to also present the findings and recommendations 
set out in the Long-Term Streecscape Visions [or Bayview Street and Chatham Street report to 
Planning Committee on February 19, 3013 1 if endorsed by Council. Staff suggest that this open 
house be held in April20J3 and that relevant material be posted on-line along with a feedback 
fonn to provide sufficient opportunities for the public to comment. The date and time of the 
proposed open house would be advertised on the City's website, in local newspapers and through 
posters distributed to civic facilitjes. Stakeholder groups, including the Steveston Merchants 
Association, Urban Development Institute, Vision 20/20, etc. wou ld also be invited to altend. 

Staff would then compile and consider the feedback received, and report back by July 20t3 with 
the proposed amendments to the SteveS'ton Village Conservation Strategy, and the Steveston 
Area Plan as required . The Transportation Division would also report back at tbe same Planning 
COmmlttee meeting in July 20 13 with the final reconunended streetscape design for each street 
as well as a refined implementation strategy. 

Conclusion 

As directed by Planning Committee, staff has reviewed the Steveston Village Conservation 
Strategy, and are oflhe opinion that the intent o f the Strategy policies are still valid. 

It is recommended that the changes to the Strategy as outlined in this report be received, and that 
staff be directed to consult wi th Stevestol\ residents and businesses and the Urban Development 
Institute, and report back to Planning Committee by Ju ly 2013 with results and 
recommendations. 

TZk 
Manager, Policy Planning 
(604-276-4139) 

BK:cas 
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Map and Chart of Heritage Policies 

~~ 
Plarmer 2 
(604-276-4279) 
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Area 1 

Issue Before Strategy (pre 2009) 2009 Strategy Council Comment Proposed Change 
Building Height CS2 Zone -2 storeys 3 storeys OK No change 

CS3 Zone-3 storeys 

Off-street Parking Residential: 1.S per unit plus 0.2 Residential: 1 per unit plus Some concerns Studying supply of available on-street parking 
Reduction Policy visitors 0.2 visitor -33 % No parking reduction Residential: 1.3 plus 0.2 visitors 

Retail: 3 per 100 m1 reduction Non-residential as per strategy 

Restaurant: 6 per 100 m2 
Non-r~~iQ~lJti21: reduce by 
up to 33% 

FAR 1.0 1.6 OK No change 
Minimum slab elevation Existing road grade Existing road grade OK 1.4 m GSC (or adjacent sidewalk) 

Area 2 

Issue Before Strategy (pre -2009) 2009 Strategy Council Comment Proposed Change 

Building Height CS2 Zone-2 storeys 3 storeys OK No change 

CS3 Zone-3 storeys 

Off-street Parking Residential: 1.5 per unit plus 0.2 Residential: 1 per unit plus Some concerns Studying supply of available on-street parking 
Reduction Policy visitors 0.2 visitor -33 % No parking reduction Residential: 1.3 plus 0.2 visitors 

Retail: 3 per 100 m1 reduction Non-residential-as per strategy 

Restaurant: 6 per 100 m2 
Non-r~~id~ntial: reduce by 
up to 33% 

FAR 1.0 1.6 OK No change 
Minimum slab elevation Existing road grade Existing road grade OK 1.4 m GSC (or adjacent Sidewalk) 

Area 3 

Issue Before Strategy (pre 2009) 2009 Strategy Council Comment Proposed Change 
Building Height CS2 Zone-2 storeys 3 storeys OK No change 

CS3 Zone-3 storeys 

Off-street Parking Residential: 1.5 per unit plus 0.2 Residential: 1 per unit plus Some concerns Studying supply of available on-street parking 
Reduction Policy visitors 0.2 visitor -33 % No parking reduction Residential: 1.3 plus 0.2 visitors 

~: 3 per 100 m
1 

reduction Non-residential as per strategy 

R~staurant: 6 per 100 m1 
Non-re:!id~ntial: reduce by 
UP to 33% 

FAR 1.0 1.6 OK No change 
Minimum slab elevation Existim~ road grade Existi~g.!oad grade OK 1.4 m GSC (or adjacent sidewalk) 
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Area 4 

Issue Before Strategy (pre -2009) 2009 Strategy Council Comment Proposed Change 

Building Height (52 Zone-2 storeys 2 storeys OK 2 storeys; additional height may be 

(53 Zone-3 storeys 1/3 block can be 3 storeys considered on a case by case basis 

Off-street Parking Residential: 1.5 per unit plus 0.2 Residential: 1 per unit plus Some concerns Studying supply of available on-street parking 

Reduction Policy visitors 0.2 visitor -33 % No parking reduction Residential: 1.3 plus 0.2 visitors 

Retail: 3 per 100 m
2 

reduction Non-residential-as per strategy 

Restaurant: 6 per 100 m
2 

Non residential: reduce by 
up to 33% 

FAR 1.0 1.2 (up to 1.6) OK Maximum of 1.2 FAR; additional density may 
be considered on a case by case basis 

Minimum slab elevation Existing road grade (1.4 m GSC) Existing road grade (1.4 m OK 1.4 m GS( (or adjacent Sidewalk) 

GSC) 

Area 5 

Issue Before Strategy (pre -2009) 2009 Strategy Council Comment Proposed Change 

Building Height CS2 Zone-2 storeys 2 storeys Some concerns 2 storeys; additional height may be 

(53 Zone-3 storeys 1/3 block can be 3 storeys 2 storey max south of considered on a case by case basis 

Moncton Street 

Off-street Parking Residential: 1.5 per unit plus 0.2 Residential: 1 per unit plus Some concerns Studying supply of available on-street parking 

Reduction Policy visitors 0.2 visitor -33 % No parking reduction Residential: 1.3 plus 0.2 visitors 

Retail: 3 per 100 m
2 

reduction Non-residential as per strategy 

Restaurant: 6 per 100 m
2 

Non-residential: reduce by 

up to 33% 

FAR 1.0 1.2 (up to 1.6) OK Maximum of 1.2 FAR; additional density may 
be considered on a case by case basis 

Minimum slab elevation Existing road grade (1.4 m GS() Existing road grade OK 1.4 m G5C (or adjacent Sidewalk) 

Area 6 

Issue Before Strategy (pre -2009) 2009 Strategy Council Comment Proposed Change 

Building Height (52 Zone-2 storeys 3 storeys Some concerns No change 

(53 Zone-3 storeys 2 storey max south of 

Moncton Street 

Off-street Parking Residential: 1.5 per unit plus 0.2 Residential: 1 per unit plus Some concerns Studying supply of available on-street parking 

Reduction Policy visitors 0.2 visitor -33 % No parking reduction Residential: 1.3 plus 0.2 visitors 

Retail: 3 per 100 m
2 

reduction Non-residential as per strategy 

Restaurant: 6 per 100 m
1 

Non-residential: reduce by 
up to 33% 

FAR 1.0 1.2 (up to 1.6) OK Maximum of 1.6 FAR 

Minimum slab elevation Existing road grade (1.4 m GSC) Existing road grade OK 1.4 m GSC (or adjacent Sidewalk) 
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Area 7 

Issue Before Strategy (pre - 2009) 2009 Strategy Coundl Comment Proposed Change 

Building Height C52 Zone- 2 storeys Up to 3 storeys Some concerns Facing Bayview - 2 storeys steping back to 2 

CS3 Zone- 3 storeys 2 storey max south of Y.i storeys (in gable or roof element only) (50% 
Moncton Street of bui lding) 
Concerns rega rding Rear (north) of Bayview sites - 3 storeys 

three storey height (50% of building) 

Max. height 15 m GSC /13.6 m building 
height 

Off-street Parking Residential: 1.5 per unit plus 0.2 Residential: 1 per unit plus Some concerns Studying supply of available on-street parking 

Reduction Policy visitors 0.2 visitor - 33 % reduct . No parking reduction Residential: 1.3 plus 0.2 visitors 

Retail: 3 per 100 m2 Non-residentia l: reduce by Cash in lieu for 0.3 space 

Restaurant: 6 per 100 m2 up to 33% Non-residential as per strategy 

FAR 1.0 1.2 (up to 1.6) OK Maximum of 1.6 FAR 

Minimum slab elevation Existing road grade (1.4 m GSC) No change 1.4 m GSC preferred 1.4 m GSC (or adjacent sidewalk) 

Area 8 

Issue Before Strategy (pre - 2009) 2009 Strategy Council Comment Proposed Change 

Building Height (S2 Zone / ZMUIO 2 storeys Up 3 storeys OK Up to 3 storeys 

(S3 Zone- 3 storeys Max. height 20 m GS( Maximum height- 20 m GSC - 16.8 m 
building height 

Off-street Parking Residential: 1.5 per unit plus 0.2 Residentia l: 1 per unit plus Some concerns Studying supply of available on-street parking 
Reduction Policy visitors 0.2 visitor - 33 % reduct. No parking reduction Residential: 1.3 plus 0.2 visitors 

Retail: 3 per 100 m2 Non-residential: reduce by Cash in lieu for 0.3 space 

Restaurant: 6 per 100 m2 up to 33% Non-residential as per strategy 

FAR 1.0 1.2 (up to 1.6) OK No change 

Minimum slab elevation Existing road (3 .2 m GSC) 3.2m GSC 3.2m GSC 3.2m GSC or adjacent sidewalk 
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Steveston Village Conservation 
Strategy-2013 Update 

Proposed: 

1. Steveston Vii age Conservation 
Strategy Changes 

2. Bayview & Chatham Proposed 
Long-Term Streetscape Visio~s 

Public Open House, May 4, 2013 
Purpose 
The purpose of this public open house is to present the City's proposed changes and seek the public's 
feedback on the following two items: 
1. The Proposed Steveston Village Conservation Strategy and Area Plan changes. 
2. The Proposed Bayview & Chatham Long-Term Streetscape Visions 

What has Richmond City Council directed? 

ATTACHMENT 2 

In February 2013, Richmond City Council direded that staff meet with the community to present the proposed 
changes to the Strategy for comments. 

How are we engaging the community? 
1. Held a stakeholder meeting in April, 2013 
2. Holding public open house May 4, 2013 
3. Providing a discussion forum, information and feedback form on LetsTalkRichmond.ca (April-May 2013) 

These engagement opportunities allow the public access to detailed information and City staff to learn more 
about the proposed changes, online discussion forums and printed/online feedback forms to submit their 
comments. 

Two displays 
There are two Open House displays to see, namely: 
1. Proposed Steveston Village Conservation Strategy and Area Plan Review Changes 
2. Proposed Long·Term Bayview & Chatham Streetscape Visions 

Get involved 
• Please read the display boards, ask questions 
• Complete and submit both feedback forms-available at open house or online at letsTalkRichmond.ca 

- Submit them in the drop boxes provided here at the public open house 
- Email the Heritage Conservation Strategy survey to barry.konkin@richmond.ca at the City of Richmond 
- Email the Streetscape Visions survey to sonali .hingorani@richmond.ca at the City of Richmond 
- Mail them both to Barry Konkin at the City of Richmond. 6911 NO. 3 Road, Richmond, BC, V6Y 2C 1 

• Fax them to the City of Richmond at 604-276-4052 
- Complete them online at letsTalkRichmond.ca 

Contacts 
• For the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy and Area Plan 

Barry Konkin, Policy Planning Division 
E: barry.konkin@richmond.ca 
T: 604-276-4279 

• For the Bayview and Chatham Long·Term Streetscape Vision 
Sonali Hingorani, Transportation Division 
E: sonaILhingorani@richmond.ca 
T: 604-276·4049 

Your Opinions are 
Important to Us 
Community feedback is an important 
component when considering 
changes to the Steveston Village 
Conservation Strategy. 

Please fill out the Feedback form as you view the display boards. ~mond 



PLN - 39

Purpose 
The purpose of this public Open House is to seek residents' views regarding proposed changes to the 
Steveston Village Conservation Strategy and the Steveston Area Plan. 

Summary of proposed changes are: 

1. Moncton Street 

1. Reduce the maximum 
building height 

2. Reduce the maximum 
building density 

2. Bayview Street 

Reduce the maximum 
building height on north 
side of street 
Increase the minimum 
parking required on-site 
for all new residential 
development 

From 
1 building in 3 can be 3 storeys and the 
remainder of the block can be 2 storeys 
from 1 building in 3 built with a total 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.6 times the 
lot area 

From 
3 storeys 

"from 1.0 parking spaces per dwelling 
unit 

All buildings on the block can be no 
more than 2 storeys 
A maximum FAR of 1.2 time the lot 
area for the entire street 

2 to 2Y2 storeys facing Bayview Street, 
stepping back to 3 storeys for the rear 
half of the building 
to 1.3 parking spaces per dwelling unit 

These changes are to fine~tune the Strategy for future development and heritage protection in the Village. 

If these changes are endorsed by the public, the Strategy will be updated, and a minor change will be required 
to the Steveston Area Plan, to replace a map showing permitted building height and density. 

What is the Steveston Village 
Conservation Strategy? 
The Steveston Village Conservation r-------- ----------, 

Strategy was approved by Council 
in 2009 as a planning framework to 
support heritage preservation in the 
Steveston Village. It identifies several 
key features of the existing character 
that make Steveston unique, including: 

• 17 key heritage buildings 
• 73 other buildings within the 

Village Core 
• Historic small lot development / 

historic lot lines 

• Commercial space at grade 
• Views to Fraser River 

• The South dike 

The Strategy outlines rezoning 
incentives for heritage conservation 
including reduced on-site parking, 
increased building height and density 
in some areas of the Village. 

Core Area 

Please fill out the Feedback form as you view the display boards. ~mond 
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What is the Steveston Heritage 
Conservation Area? 
In addition to adopting the Strategy and establishing new Development Permit Guidelines for the Steveston 
Village in 2009, Council also declared the Steveston Village core a Heritage Conservation Area (HCA). 

The HCA acknowledges the distinctive and important character of the Steveston Village, and establishes tools 
for its long-term protection. 

With the Heritage Conservation Area in place, any new buildings or a renovation to any existing building 
anywhere in the HCA requires that a Heritage Alteration Permit be issued. 

Steveston Village Heritage Conservation Area 

Steveston Village Heritage Conservation Area 

The Strategy is harmonized with the Steveston Area Plan Development Permit Guidelines to manage the form 
and charqcter of buildings in the Steveston Village. 

Any new development or significant alteration of an existing building in the Village requires both a Heritage 
Alteration Permit and a Development Permit and manage its form and character. 

Please fill out the Feedback form as you view the display boards. ~mond 
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What are Development Permit Guidelines? 
Under the Local Government Act the City of Richmond has designated Steveston as a Development Permit 
Area to manage the form and character of commercial mixed residential and commercial and light industrial 
buildings. 

All buildings in the Village, as well as renovation or change to existing buildings must meet these guidelines 
and obtain a Development Permit before a Building Permit can be issued . 

Two Types of Development Perm its 
In the Steveston Area Plan, two types of Development Permit Guidelines are provided: 

1. Guidelines for New Development I Buildings 

• Pedestrian-oriented designs 

• Enhanced street-end views 

• Maintain I enhance heritage structures 

• Varied roof lines 

• Varied front facades 

• High quality building materials and landscaping 

2. Guidelines for 17 Identified Existing Heritage Buildings 

• Identified heritage resources to be protected 

• Historic lot lines to be re-created I captured in built form 

• Massing and rooflines to be compatible with overall village character 

• Building scale to respect older character and structure 

• Upper floor(s) to be setback to avoid dominance over the street 

• High quality building materials and landscaping 

• Sign materials and design to be compatible with surroun·ding character 

• Animated streetscapes 

What is a Heritage Alteration Permit? 
A Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP) is a permit issued 
by City Council to allow certain changes to be made 
to a protected heritage property. 

Village properties which require a HAP include all 
properties within the Heritage Conservation Area. 

The Heritage Alteration Permit is similar to a 
Development Permit but h addresses the heritage 
design and materials to existing heritage buildings, 
and new buildings. 

Please fill out the Feedback form as you view the display boards. ~mond 
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Proposed Changes to the Steveston 
Village Conservation Strategy 
Four changes to the Conservation Strategy are proposed: 

1.Maximum Building Height on Moncton Street 
The Steveston Village Conservation Strategy allows buildings on 
Moncton Street to be 2-storeys and 9 m (30 ft) tall, and might 
allow 1 building in 3 on each block to be 3-storeys and 12 m 
(40 ft) in height. 

We have heard concerns about the visual impact that 3-storey 
buildings allowed in every block might have on the character of 
Moncton Street. 

It is proposed to limit new buildings on Moncton Street to 
a maximum of 2-storeys and 9 m (30 ft) in height to better 
preserve the character of this important street in the Village. 

While 2-storeys are preferred along Mandan Street, the proposed change would still allow a 3-storey building 
on Moncton Street to be considered, and where there is exceptional, high quality design. 

The benefits of this proposed change are that the proposed height limit better respects the existing heritage 
character and values of Moncton Street and ensures that new development is more compatible with Mondon 
Street and the Village . 

What do you think about the proposal to limit the maximum height for new buildings on Moncton 
Street to 2 storeys? 

Please give us your comments on the blue survey form. 

Please fill out the Feedback form as you view the display boards. ~mond 



PLN - 43

2.Maximum Building Height on the North side of Bayview Street 
New buildings on the north side of Bayview Street must address a unique condition in the Village, namely: the 
south part of these properties features a rising grade as they approach Bayview Street, which is the municipal 
dike, and the northern part of the site is lower. 

The Strategy currently allows 3-storey buildings on the north side of Bayvew Street. Due to the changing 
grade, a 3-storey building fronting onto Bayview Street will result in the appearance of a four storey building 
on the rear (north) of these properties, and the potential for an overly tall 3-storey building appearance on 
Bayview Street. 

Exis ting Condition R~5idel\liJ\ 
3 Slore)'S on Ba)"'e-~ SlJel!! 

12"''''Lo~cil.1l ... <r 

Re5id~ntidl 

4 stornys exposed Nen-residenti~\ 8i','Vlew Street 
Dike .,. "' ''' I 

I 

----Parking .--- Propenv line 
Road elE"'Jtion - 3.2 m GSC. 

----
3rd AvenUi 

~11tI"I"oundpl.ln~ 
~ Slab ('!evaneR . 0.9 m 6S( 

Road ~14.'vation - 1.4 m GSC 

It is proposed that building height be limited to 
2-storeys facing Bayview Street and 3-storeys for the 
north part of the site. 

A 2-storey building may also feature some living 
space in the roof area, but only for that half of the 
building closest to Bayview Street. We think that this 
will improve the streetscape on Bayview Street, and 
make new buildings more compatible with existing 
development in the Village. 

The benefits of this proposed change are that 
the Bayview Street streetscape retains i1s 2 -storey 
character, and the north side of buildings will 
be 3-storeys, not 4 storeys, avoiding a dominant 
appearance looking south from Mondon Street. 

What do you think about the proposed changes to the maximum permitted height for new buildings 
on the north side of Bayview Street? 

Please give us your comments on the blue survey form. 

Please f ill out the Feedback form as you view the display boards. ~mond 
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3. Maximum Density on Moncton Street 
As an incentive for heritage preservation, the Strategy offers a range of permitted densities for development 
higher than the existing zones in the Village. 

The higher density is available for rezoning applications to a new Steveston Heritage Conservation Zone. 

Density is measured as a ratio of building size to lot area, which is known as Floor Area Ratio (FAR). 

The density permitted under the Conservation Strategy ranges from 1.2 FAR to 1.6 FAR, and is intended to 
financially encourage owners to redevelop their land, by maintaining or building around or on top of existing 
heritage buildings. 

In most cases a building which achieves a floor area ratio of 1.6 would be 3 storeys tall. 

Concerns have been raised that buildings with a density of 1.6 FAR would not be sufficiently compatible with 
the existing character of Moncton Street, and could have a negative impact on the overall look and feel of the 
Village Core. 

As discussed on Board No.4, it is proposed to limit the maximum building height on Moncton Street to 
2-storeys. Based on this limit, a reduced density of 1.2 FAR is also proposed, to ensure that these two aspects 
of the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy are consistent with each other. 

Taller buildings with a maximum density of up to 1.6 FAR may still be considered but only in cases of . 
exceptional design. 

The benefit of the proposed change to the Strategy is to better ensure that new development is compatible 
with the highly-valued character of Mondon Street and the Village. 

What do you think about the proposed reduction to the maximum density permitted for new 
buildings on Moncton Street? 

Please give us your comments on the blue survey form. 

Please fill out the Feedback form as you view the display boards. ~mond 
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4. Parking Incentives 
As part of the incentives offered in the Strategy. new developments can currently provide up to 
33% less parking than what is required under the Richmond Zoning Bylaw as follows: 

Residential 

Non-residential (commercial) 

Non-residential (restaurant) 

General Industrial 

Current Zoning Bylaw 
Requirements 

1 .5 spaces per unit- provided on or 
off site, or cash-in-lieu payment 

3 spaces per 1 00 sq.m- provided on 
or off site, or cash-in-lieu payment 

8 spaces per 100 sq .m-provided on 
or off site, or cash-in-lieu payment 

1 space per 1 00 sq.m-provided on 
or off site, or cash-in-lieu payment 

Currently Permitted Under the 
Strategy (33% reduction) 

1 space per unit-provided on or off 
site, or cash-in-lieu payment 

2 spaces per 100 sq.m-provided on 
or off site, or cash-in-lieu payment 

6 spaces per 1 00 sq.m- provided on 
or off site, or cash-in-lieu payment 

.67 space per 100 sq.m-provided 
on or off site, or cash-in-lieu 
payment 

We have heard concerns 1hat, if a site is rezoned to the proposed Heritage Conservation zone, taking 
advantage of the permitted reduction in on-site parking of up to 33%, may cause residents or visitors to have 
to park on the street. Additional concern was that, if this were to occur, there may not be sufficient parking 
for local businesses and their customers. 

It is proposed to change the off-street parking requirements as follows: 

Residential 

Non-residential (commercial) 

Non-residential (restaurant) 

General Industrial 

Current Zoning Bylaw 
Requirements 

1.5 spaces per unit-provided on or 
off site, or cash-in-lieu payment 

3 spaces per 1 00 sq.m- provided on 
or off site, or cash-in-lieu payment 

8 spaces per 1 00 sq.m-provided on 
or off site, or cash-in-l ieu payment 

1 space per 100 sq.m-provided on 
or off site, or cash-in-l ieu payment 

Proposed Change to the Strategy 

Change from Strategy 
1.3 spaces per unit-reduction 
of up to 15% from Zoning Bylaw 
requirements; 

minimum of one stall per unit 
provided on site, 

plus cash-in-lieu payment 

No change 
2 spaces per 1 00 sq .m-provided on 
or off site, or cash-in-Iieu payment 

No change 
6 spaces per 1 00 sq.m-provided on 
or off site, or cash-in-lieu payment 

No change 
67 space per 1 00 sq.m- provided 
on or off site, or cash-in-lieu 
payment 

The benefits of this proposed change is that residential buildings would provide more on-site parking . If any 
project proposes to provide the minimum 1.0 space per residential dwelling unit on site, a cash contribution 
towards improving on-street parking would be required. 

What do you think about the proposed increase the parking required for residential uses in the 
Village Conservation Area'? 

Please give us your comments on the blue survey form. 

Please f ill out the Feedback form as you view the display boards. ~mond 
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Summary Chart of Changes to the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy 
,i 

L 

SOlft!, .11'111 ;:; ''''I'r~/' n . 
.... . L- 11/11(>/, 

~ 

~ L:1 Area to be changed 

Please fill out the Feedback form as you view the display boards. 

Building Height I Maximum of 3 storeys I 12 m 

FAR I Maximum of 1.6 

Slab elevation I Maximum of 1 A m GSC or adjacent 
sidewalk 

CHANGE 

Building Height 

FAR 

Slab elevation 

CHANGE 
Building Height 

FAR 

Slab elevation 

Maximum of 2 storeys 19 m­
additional height may be considered 
on a case by case basis 

Maximum of 1.2-addltional density 
considered on a case by case basis 

Maximum of r.4 m GSC or adjacE'ot 
sidewalk 

Maximum of 2 storeys 19 m­
additional height may be considE'red 
on a case by case basis 

Maximum of 1.2- additional density 
considered on a case by case basis 

Maximum of 1.4 m GSC or adjacent 
sidewalk 

Building Height 

FAR 

Slab elevation 

Maximum of 3 storeys 112 m 

Maximum of 1.6 

Maximum of 1.4 m GSC or adjacent 
sidewalk 

CHANGE I Facing Bayview-lIZ of building 
Building Height (south) 2 storeys stepping back to 2 ~ 

storeys 

and Vl of building (nonh) at 3 storeys 

Maximum height-IS m GSC 

FAR I Maximum of 1.6 

Slab elevation I Maximum of 1.4 m GSC or adjacent 
s id~walk 

Building Height I Maximum of 3 storeys 

Maximum heighl-ZO m GSC 

FAR I Maximum of 1.6 

SJab elevation I Maximum of 3.2m GSC or adjacent 
sidewalk 

~mond 



PLN - 47

Survey 
Please take a few minutes to fill out the blue Survey form regarding our proposed changes to the Steveston 
Village Conservation Strategy. 

Your comments will help City staff and Richmond City Council determine if there is support for the proposals. 

All Surveys must be submitted by Friday, May 17,2013 by: 

• Leaving it in the drop box provided at the Public Open House; or 

• Mailing it to the City of Richmond. 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC, V6Y 2C 1; or 

• Faxing it to the City of Richmond at 604-276-4052; or 

• E-mailing the Heritage Conservation Survey to barry.konkin@nchmond.ca at the City of Richmond; or 

• Completing it online at letsTalkRichmond.ca 

Next Steps in the Process 
• Council will consider the public and stakeholder feedback in finalizing any changes to the Steveston Village 

Conservation Strategy and the Steveston Area Plan. 

• As a bylaw and a Public Hearing are required for any changes to the Steveston Area Plan, the public will 
have a formal opportunity to comment on any proposed amendment to the Steveston Area Plan as part of 
the bylaw adoption process, before a final decision is made by Council. 

• It is anticipated that any changes to the Strategy and the Steveston Area Plan will be brought forward for 
Council's consideration in the Fall of 2013. 

• Please also review the display from the Transportation Division on the proposed changes to the 
design of Catham Street and Bayview Street. 

Thank you. 

Please fill out the Feedback form as you view the display boards. ~mond 
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5 

new standard be limited to 2 rrn,,,o,,C' If want to build a taller 

for a "I"\ .. ~"'''',o That was consensus of the Steveston Stakeholders 

nnJl:>,Qrtr,("J last Saturday. 

II! I think a similar and three for the back half will work as well for 

Moncton Street as it does on Street. FSRs of 1.6 or should be for all of 

Steveston Conservation Area base on instead of a blanket limit. This will 

in better rt"",j~lnr\(" and land use. 

• Steveston is the only outdoor commercial district in Richmond. It is not a 

The should be to reduce traffic in the heart of the not encourage 

more of it. If it should be outside the heart of the district. 

Ii Building be restricted to 2 stories 

residential and business should be reduced even more than Parking allowances 

13%.Should be 2 spaces per unit. Restrict to one side only. 

• Number of Non residential spaces should be size of business. 

Bicycles should be restricted from the r'ln·", .. rl"A'".l 

the river. Should be detoured 

the new construction site between 

n1O>I"1,n" ... walk the boardwalk 

from one side to the other in both directions. No room for fast 

mix the two. 

bikes. Is i"!::.,'\('7c .... r., to 

II! Please the character in Steveston - No tall We are a tourist attraction. 

.. Do not allow any ovr·on·rlr\ .... c to the of 2 storeys in any direction 

.. The reduction should be increased. 

.. Is the 1.3 space is to the space or other alternative 

.. Either way 1.3 space sounds as space vehicles 

II! "I do have a concern. Given the i"!~cl"~>h<lIIf"\I of the ..... ,~nn,o .. C' are more 

'JI'ii",nrn character" 

hinder the very reason the 

that makes Steveston 

What make Steveston and as such very attractive 

nc,nCllr\l both in terms of business and residents will forever 

is so desirable and it may alter or rH:.(~r .. r'\I the very character 

Granville Island downtown is a nice place, but not a 



PLN - 59

nl~nn,Qrc abdicated in their to maintain a zone from the core 

and river bank when TWO of the ONNI ae'JelCJmnel1I 

of Steveston between ..... """"" .... ,'" Moncton. Architecture is 

Overbuilt with BOX-like the way to Moncton. The 

rnrnnIQT~.n is an eye sore 

business decision. It is very sad! 

nl~nn~::.r have a second chance that lesson: 

character of the Village that was. from far away as London and Rome tell me how 

was them to visit this last remnant of West Coast the the 

will be gone for ever. And what appear to be a will be 

ror ... ",1',.""rt later. this in mind 

• As a side comment I am ~l"f~lln.I:''' further densification the as it will detract from the 

Character. street in the core areas should not be 

there ::11,..1::'::11'11\/ over the week-end I;;,::II..)I;; .... 'Q 

• Reduce street to 1 hour limit to create turnover. 

• Add more lots on of 

• Limiting to 2 could drive ALL to be 2 in no 

variations, One of the boards mentions a contribution to on-street of on-site 

restrictions. IMHO the collection of street parking fee will be more impossible to 

collect. Plus to create on-street on an street. 

• Re: Parking. The 3 hour limit effects business 1 hour is shoppers. 

that wants to be there should ... "'··I.I,o"· ... lot5. 

• I'm OK with all reasonable rn:~n'7Q<: as as the character of the older 

is maintained n"">I~H'O houses. 

to I"IOl"'T~'l"fa rlO(~I".r\c on exterior. A 2 does not have the 

III Recommend rp(1!PV,PIC1 

that will attract "1"1"" ...... """' .. ,, 

commercial area as an version of a mall 

restaurants and Steveston 

needs to be and so it has to be cozy and easy to drive to and 

Commercial an to attract and visitors 

immediate area. It needs to be a destination to be sustainable. That means 

more attractive and more convenient for car-visitors. GET RID OF FLAT 

lot of colourful on restaurant small soft 

Reduce overhead power lines as much as possibly over time. Poles and 

harsh and detract any the architecture may have. architecture is 

3888268 
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small-industrial town kitsch. It has ,,1"'1''''''''''''1:.,.- but it's not caliber. 

Therefore !"to,,,'"'''''''' concerns least , ...... , ........ ".,.."."1,. 

.. I would like to preserve the of Steveston. low scale lots 

of store ... "",i""""l"'I-:.n -:>,~r""T\J on street. 

condos with no street level business will UUIL.,'" rl".""~ ... ,,, and could it. 

less on ........ "1\1, .... \1\1 in it more 

t .. i.c,nrlhl but if increases for residential are then I would have to 

agree. 

• Would like more """"""'" outside the area 

.. The l."n~n'::>'CA Benevolent ........... ,-I£"·'l'r Office is a scary about 

what 'he gone to so much trouble to move the in a controversial 

it into the modern it now is makes me very nervous about 

any decisions in the hands of the 

.. No 3 storey in the core area. Il"I"'Ict~n,..,oC''' or financial 

• Steveston should be VVCI'f1>ClUI'I::; Parking is better 

for the next 50 

years, not now. 

• Minimum restrictions on first floor commercial to ensure attractive CT,.,::'OTCr-::l 

1'11::>.1'"ICIf'\I with office and on and 3rd Less and better transit 

access. 

• Reduce or eliminate cars in Steveston Or 'hop on - bus would be very useful 

and less a car close to the core. 

.. Street should be reduced to a minimum could be achieved a 
built near the thus to walk to no.~ .. n\l etc. 

• If Richmond is serious about rAlnco:~r\llna' 

Richmond should not be ....... ", ....... ,..',. .. "'h 

then the City of 

1'i""",," ... I"I--''''''''1''> in the area. Do not 

allow to the ambience of Steveston. If they want to invest in Steveston then 

Do not let "0.\/0.1("\1'"\0 determine the future of Steveston an increase 
in I"IO,,,C,"\I 

• If the is sincere in its to preserve character this 

Conservation allowing increased out character. Steveston 

is It's small and like it that way. Leave it alone. Re: I've 

never seen any reference to roof in the of Steveston so if the conservation 

3888268 
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this not be allowed. If you are to give in to 

it should be habitable area rn£>,rarHJ 

as a 50 in an area zoned 

on a one building but not on top of a 2 

built amenities on 

zoning. 

a roof be no taller than the maximum 

to the 2 only. One way on KAlo1\II,P.\fI/ ""'"',nr'r"" .... #1 Road and 

3rd. 

.. Allow ....~.·vir'l'J where PO~;SI[)le. 

till and will be more so with Onni 

.. We feel that there should be no more within the of 5teveston 

II It is that any look as have been in 

many years. The reClevelClDnnern at No.1 Road and Moncton is a reasonable 

for 

Can we 

rnnrrH.''''' waterfront access when the marine station next to Blenz is 

there 

.. I am not additional ........ ·v,.., .... where the residences have been Inr .. "":J>c.::>" but I am 

any other increases to 

.. Remove the function from at Moncton & 1 Road. 

II I would like to see as many of the current 

maintained and not torn down for new 

in Steveston on Moncton Street to be 

II U more residential is needed as there is poor 

in Steveston. The 2040 has no vision! 

in Steveston to a minimum· start up the tram into Vancouver 

needed. 

.. Attached letter 

II The would have to have 

a and 

.. 1 limit of 2 for all contradicts itself some 

There should be NO EXEM PTIONS! 

3888268 



PLN - 62

~ 5 -

It We live on Avenue north of Chatham. 

Thanks to Richmond 

III I endorse the 

Moncton to two 

"-..'"Vlr .... and short term has increased 

shoulder. 

1"I .. " .... OrTll3C' on 

the historical character the 

- which has been f"rll'YInrnl'TlI(:l3n too much. 

It To alleviate pressure on downtown 

up max 10 15 minutes 

for FAR and 

Moncton to 2 

is 

It Do Q\tt;;on/lrn 

to be 

I am concerned as to the 5u[)le~:u,,'e 

from the orc}Oc)sea I'ln:::. .... tTt::>e 

or density. 

in lieu makes the 

II'AFY'lAlnT for 1.5 spaces per unit 

and i"fO,,,\C.l"\1 We are 
ha:t"It'~ ... ,.o character of the as it is. 

It Re: 

the rule. 

time and the 

remain a 

388826& 

in the conservation area. Two <"",."",1"'0'1<"" should be 

eXICe()[lCmS every 

every case. Steveston is and should 
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P.04 

a res.1delrlt 

concetn on sat 

presentatton .I1lLJL~"'C"AH' was 

attc!mlot to create a 

tI1C~u~ll1t In pr()aUICll1l~ 

contact 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8981 

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 
Amendment Bylaw 8981 (Steveston Area Plan) 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. Ricrunond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by replacing the map titled 
"Steveston Village Character Area Map" on page 52 in Schedule 2.4 Steveston Area Plan 
with "Schedule A" attached to and fonning part of Bylaw No. 8981. 

2. Richmond Official COnuTIlli1ity Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by replacing the map titled 
"Steveston Village Land Use Density and Building Height Map" on page 99 in Schedule 2.4 
Steveston Area Plan with "Schedule B", a new table and map, attached to and fonn.ing part 
of Bylaw No. 8981, and renumbering the remaining pages accordingly. 

3. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, 
Amendment Bylaw 8981". 

FfRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARING 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3710606 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 



PLN - 66

Schedule "A" 

Steveston Village Character Area Map 

Core Area 

CHATHAM ST 

Ca71nel-l) C 
. f 'hcz1771el 

South Arn r;. 
1 .r raser n . 

.iUVer 

Riverfront 

Building ~ 2 Storey 9.0 m (29.5 ft) height limit along Moncton st. 

Identified Heritage Resource 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Victor Wei, P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 

Report to Committee 

Date: June 26,2013 

File: 10-6360-01/2012-Vol 
01 

Re: RECOMMENDED LONG-TERM STREETSCAPE VISIONS FOR BAYVIEW STREET 
AND CHATHAM STREET 

Staff Recommendation 

That the recommended long-term streetscape visions for Bayview Street and Chatham Street 
based on community feedback obtained from the public consultation held in April and May 
2013, as described in Section 3 of the attached report dated June 26, 2013 from the Director of 
Transportation, be endorsed to guide future street frontage improvements along these roadways 
as part of new developments and City capital projects. 

Victor Wei, P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 
(604-276-4131 ) 

Att.5 

ROUTED To: 

Finance 
Parks 
Engineering 
Development Applications 
Policy Planning 

REVIEWED BY DIRECTORS 

3890388 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE 

INITIALS: REVIEWED BY CAO INITIALS: 

Dv) 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

At its regular meeting held on March 25,2013, COlUlcil endorsed proposed long-tenn streetscape 
visions for Bayview Street and Chatham Street for the purpose of carrying out public 
consultation and directed staff to report back on the outcome of the consultation. This report: 

• presents the results of consultations with stakeholders and the generaJ public; and 
• proposes recorrunended long-tenn streetscape visions based on the consultation feedback and 

staff's analysis. 

This report also responds to the following related referrals arising from the February 19, 2013 
meeting of the Planning Committee: 

(1) financing options for any parking treatment; 
(2) impacts and options regarding the existing pay parking adjacent to Bayview Street; 
(3) traffic calming options on Chatham and Bayview Streets; and 
(4) options and impacts regarding more disabled parking spaces on Bayview Street. 

This report is being presented at the same Committee meeting as a related report from Policy 
Planning regarding the Review Concept for the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy, which 
will be considered prior to this report. 

Analysis 

1. Public Consultation Process 

Several methods were used to solicit community feedback on the proposed long-term streetscape 
visions in co-ordination with Policy Planning, which was seeking feedback on the Review 
Concept for the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy. Transportation and Policy Plarming 
jointly held a stakeholder meeting and a public open house on both topics. The following 
sections summarize the feedback regarding the long-tenn streetscape visions while the separate 
report from Policy Planning noted above presents the comments received regarding the Review 
Concept for the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy. 

1.1 S takeho lder Meeting 

A meeting was held on April 27, 2013 at the Steveston 
Community Centre, with invited representatives of local 
community stakeholder groups. Display boards were 
available (see Attachment 1) as well as staff to answer 
questions. Twenty-one people attended the meeting on behalf 
of the groups shown in Table 1. All participants received a 
survey fonn (see Attachment 2) and each group was 
encouraged to submit a coJlective response as well as 
individual fonns. 

3890388 

T bl 15k h Id G a e : ta e 0 er roups 
Name of Stakeholder Group 

Britannia Heritaqe Ship~ard Society 
Gulf of Georgia Canne_ry Society 
London Heritage Farm Society 
Richmond Active Transportation 
Committee 
Richmond Chamber of Commerce 
Richmond Parking Advisory 
Committee 
Steveston 20/20 
Steveston Community Association 
Steves ton Historical Society 
Steveston Harbour Authority 
Steveston Merchants Association 
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While no consensus emerged from the dialogue amongst stakeholders and staff, the 
representatives offered the following comments: 

• create a "Do Nothing" option that maintains the status quo for each street; 
• concerned with potential traffic safety impacts of proposed angle parking; 
• do not support increased angle parking on Chatham Street (Options 2 and 3) due to excessive 

estimated costs; 
• consider establishing a parkade in the Village core (e.g., behind Hepworth building); 
• employees who park in public spaces are contributing to the perceived parking shortage and 

need to be encouraged to park in designated areas (e.g., Onni parkade on Bayview Street, 
Steveston Harbour Authority lots); 

• re-establish the tram as a functioning transit service; and 
• consider not allowing any reduction in on-site residential parking. 

With respect to the comment regarding the construction of a parkade in the Village core, analysis 
previously reported indicates that there is and will be sufficient public parking available in the 
Village hence there is no need for additional on-street parking or a parkade. The two City­
owned properties that are currently used to provide a total of 48 free off-street public parking 
spaces are anticipated to remain as public parking lots for the foreseeable future but ulti.mately, if 
there is an opportunity to provide additional public parking as part of a parkade within a future 
major development (either at the two subject sites or other sites in the Steveston Village), then 
the two properties could potentially be disposed of with the resulting revenue invested towards a 
joint partnership between the developer and the City to improve and consolidate parking for the 
public. 

In addition to submitting a collective response to the survey fonn, the Richmond Active 
Transportation Committee also submitted a supplemental document (see Attachment 3) that 
provides further details of the Corrunittee's preferred long-tenn visions for both streets, which 
are intended to support the Committee~s mandate to encourage active transportation modes (e.g., 
transit, cycling, walking). The Committee's identified goals and preferred streetscape features 
are consistent with the recommended long-teffil streetscape visions for both streets proposed in 
Section 3 (e.g., provision of wider sidewalks to enhance rolling travel modes, pedestrian-scale 
features such as benches and lighting). 

1.2 Public Open flo use 

An open house for the general public was held May 4, 2013 at the Steveston Community Centre. 
Notices of the open house were placed on the City's website and in local newspapers and a 
media release was issued. The open house coincided with the City'S annual Doors Open event 
and was well-attended. Staff recorded 112 residents on the provided sign-in sheets and the 
estimated attendance at the meeting was 140, as not all attendees signed in. All attendees 
received a survey fonn and were encouraged to fill in the fonn as they reviewed the display 
boards. 

1.3 Let's Talk Richmond 

Staff also utilized the Let's Talk Richmond website at .1 ttl rich 0 .C , which provided 
an on-line version of the display boards for both the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy 

3890388 
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Review Concept and the Streetscape Options for Chatham Street and Bayview Street. The 
website allowed residents to register and then complete an on-line version of the same survey 
form as provided at the open house. The website recorded a total of 591 visitors (based on 
unique IP addresses) who most often viewed the pages during the early morning and late evening 
(i.e., outside the hours when the City typically conducts public consultation activities), which 
points to the value of the website in not only reaching a broader audience but also allowing 
people to participate at their convenience. There were a total of 461 downloads of the display 
boards: 263 for the Streetscape Options and 198 for the Conservation Strategy Review Concept. 

2. Survey Results 

Stakeholder groups contributed a total of seven surveys. Seventy-five survey forms were 
returned after the public open house and an additional eight surveys were completed through the 
Let's Talk Richmond website for a total of 83 survey fOnTIS submitted by the general public. 

Attachment 4 contains a detailed presentation of the survey responses for each question, which 
are summarized in Table 2 below for both the general public (OP) and stakeholders (SH). 

Table 2: Summary of Survey Responses 
Survey Question Survey Responses 

• GP: 78% live within 1 km of Steveston Village 
Q1-3: Demographics • GP: main travel modes are walking (38%), vehicle as driver or 

passenQer (18%) and cycling (5%) 

Q4: Public Parking Supply (Free • GP: 52% believe that existing number of public parking spaces is 
either sufficient or too many 

and Pay) 
• SH: mixed responses 

as: Improvement of Existing • GP: 83% believe that existing streetscape should be improved 
Streetscape • SH: mixed responses 

• continuous sidewalks (GP: 67% ISH: 43%) 
1i> 06: Important Elements of • benches and seating (GP: 55% ISH: 43%) ~ Pedestrian Realm (Top 3 
(f) Cited) • wider sidewalks (GP: 51 %) 
~ • maintain green space on north side (SH: 43%) ()} 

.~ ImQortant Elements Not ImQortant Elements 
co 07: Option 1 • Continuous sidewalks • Any additional parking m 
..... • More space for pedestrians • Width of south sidewalk .E 

Not ImQortant Elements c Im[,:!ortant Elements 0 
Additional angle parking 0(i) 

07: Option 2 Improved and wider sidewalks • • 5 • Reduced sidewalk width 
()} • Additional angle parking 

relative to Option 1 a. 
ro 

Not Important Elements <..) 
Ul Important Elements - Additional parallel parking ()} 

Q7:0ption 3 Improved sidewalks • ()} • .... • Reduced sidewalk width - I 

Additional parallel parking en • relative to Option 1 

08: Preferred Vision • GP: Option 1 (43.4%) I Option 3 (23%) I Option 2 (7%) 

• SH: Option1/Do Nothing (43%) I Option 3 (43%) 

3890388 
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Table 2 Cont'd: Summary of Survey Responses 
Survey Question Survey Response 

09: Improvement of Existing 
• Existing streetscape should be improved (GP: 73.5% ISH: 57%) 

Streetscape 
a; 010: Important Elements of • continuous sidewalks (GP: 64% ISH: 71 %) 
Q) 
"- Pedestrian Realm (Top 3 • more street trees (GP: 54%) (jj 

E 
Cited) • benches and seating (GP: 49% ISH: 43%) 

«S Iml20rtant Elements Not Iml20rtant Elements .c 
ro 011: Option 1 • Wider sidewalks • Any additional parking .c 
U • More street trees • Width of pedestrian realm 
'-

Not ImQortant Elements .E Iml20rtant Elements c Additional angle parking • 0 Q11: Option 2 • Improved and wider sidewalks "iii • Reduced sidewalk width and :> • Additional angle parking 
street trees relative to Option 1 Q) 

0- Not ImQortant Elements co ImQortant Elements u 
Additional angle parking Ul 

011 :Option 3 I mproved sidewalks • ..... • Q) 
Reduced sidewalk width ~ Relocate driveways to rear • • relative to Option 1 CI) 

012: Preferred Vision • GP: Option 1 (53%) I Option 3 (17%) I Option 2 (6%) 

• SH: Option 1 (43%) I Option 2 (43%) I Option 3 (0%) 

3. Recommended Long-Term Streetscape Visions 

For both streets, the overall responses indicate relatively strong support for a wider and improved 
pedestrian realm. Staff therefore recommend that the long-term streetscape visions for Bayview 
and Chatham Streets be based on Option 1 for each street and incorporate continuous sidewalks 
and an enhanced pedestrian realm with the following design preferences described below. These 
visions would be used to guide future street frontage improvements along these roadways as part 
of new developments and City capital projects. 

3.1 Bayview Street 

An enhanced pedestrian realm on the north side would comprise a 2.5 m wide sidewalk, 3.5 m 
wide hardscape boulevard and 1.5 m wide landscaping on the north side with no change to the 
south side. The boulevard area on the north side would include enhanced pedestrian-scale 
features and amenities such as benches and seating, lighting, and increased bicycle parking. 
Attachment 4 illustrates a typical cross-section for Bayview Street. 

As street trees are not recommended for Bayview Street due to its current function as the dyke, 
xeriscape landscaping is suggested whereby plants whose natural requirements are appropriate to 
the local cI imate are emphasized and care is taken to avoid losing water to evaporation and run­
off. Figure 1 provides examples of xeriscaping. 

3890388 
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Figure 1: Examples of Xeriscaping 

Staff have also contacted Imperial Oil regarding its site at 3880 Bayview Street, which is 
currently vacant and fenced off from the street. The two existing driveway crossings to this site, 
which are relatively wide, restrict additional on-street parking from being established. To ensure 
efficient use of curb space, staff are pursuing the potential to narrow the existing driveway 
widths to the City's standard width in order to create additional on-street parking spaces. 

3.2 Chatham Street 

Enhanced pedestrian realms on both sides would comprise a 2.5 m sidewalk on each side with a 
3.9 m wide hardscape boulevard on the north side and a 4.5 m boulevard on the south side. The 
boulevard areas would incorporate street trees (cherry blossoms) plus, as on Bayview Street, 
pedestrian-scale features and amenities such as benches and seating, lighting and increased 
bicycle parking. Attachment 4 illustrates a typical cross-section for Chatham Street. 

4. Implementation Strategy 

For both streets, the improvements would be secured through redevelopment of adjacent fronting 
properties as they occur. The planned development of the former EA Towns site at 3531 
Bayview Street (northeast comer of Bayview Street and 3rd Avenue) is a fitting example of the 
City securing significant streets cape improvements via the development process. 

Should the pace of redevelopment be slower than desired, the streetscape improvements could 
also be expedited by using Roads DCC as there is an existing sidewalk program within the 
overall Roads DeC Program. However, that funding is intended to support the construction of 
sidewalks in areas with no pedestrian facilities (unlike Steveston Village), particularly around 
high pedestrian areas such as schools. 

j890388 
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5.4 Options and Impacts of Disabled Parking Spaces on Bayview Street 

There are currently four on-street accessible parking spaces in the Steveston Village core: 

• west side of 1 st Ave north of Moncton St; 
• west side of 2nd Ave north of Moncton St; 
• east side of3 rd Ave north of Moncton St; and 
• south side of Bayview St east of 2nd Ave. 

Staff met with the Richmond Centre for Disability (RCD) to discuss their needs and priorities in 
the provision and potential location of additional designated accessible parking spaces in the 
Village. While RCD members did not indicate an urgent need for more accessible parking 
spaces within the Village core, they would welcome additional accessible parking spaces in the 
following locations: 

• on or in close proximity to Bayview Street and No.1 Road; and 
• on No.1 Road in close proximity to the ANAF site. 

Accordingly, as shown in Figures 2 and 3 respectively, staff have identified additional locations 
on the south side of Bayview Street immediately east of No. 1 Road and on the east side of No. 1 
Road south of Chatham Street, both of which would entai I the conversion of existing 
undesignated pub1 ic parking spaces. With Counci I endorsement of the recommended streetscape 
vision, staff will implement the designated spaces as soon as possible so that they are available 
for the peak summer period. 

Figure 2: Proposed Accessible Parking Space 
on Bayview St east of No.1 Road 

Financial Impact 

Figure 3: Proposed Accessible Parking Space 
on No.1 Road south of Chatham St 

None. For both streets, the streetscape improvements are anticipated to be secured through 
redevelopment of adjacent fronting properties. Any future costs associated with the proposed 
streetscape improvements to be borne by the City would be presented through the annual capital 
budget process. 

3890388 
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Conclusion 

The recommended long-tenn streetscape design concepts for Bayview Street and Chatham Street 
reflect the public feedback received, are supportive of the heritage character of Steveston and 
improve the public realm with the provision of wider sidewalks, more benches and street trees, 
and increased accessibility. These long-term visions will help provide clarity and guidance for 
future development to realize the community's vision for these two key streets in the Steveston 
Village area. 

Joan Caravan 
Transportation Planner 
(604-276-4035) 

3890388 

'LCL 
~6f. Sonati Hingorani, P .Eng. 

Transportation Engineer 
(604-276-4049) 
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Please fill out the Feedback form as you view the display boards. 
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Please fill out the Feedback form as you view the display boards. 
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Please fill out the Feedback form as you view the display boards. 
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Please fill out the Feedback form as you view the display boards. 
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Please fill out the feedback form as you view the display boards. 
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AnaCIlmlant 2 

691 NO.3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 

The has initiated a n.c'."::'''~n Innln_lfJOlnrn S1rreietsica,oe visions for H:::l\l\lI~W 
and Chatham Street in :-'ff~V@'!~T(m 

The purpose of this initiative is to inform you, seek your elements that 
should be included in the and your ...... "',fo ..... o,.. vision for each street. 

Your views will be considered Council. 

1. I live: 
o In Richmond within 400 m of Steveston Village 

o In Richmond between 400 m and 1 km of Steveston 

o In Richmond 1 km of Steveston 

o Outside of Richmond 

2. I visit Steveston Vllllan,p,' 

o (more than 3 times per week) o Slightly Often per month) 

o Very Often o Not at All Often (1-10 times per 
o IInl"\/'1dr''''.dlu o Other 

3. I travel to Steveston 
o Vehicle as a Driver or o Walking o Bicycle o Scooter 

o Transit o Other 

4. I think that the number of public in Steveston 
o Much Too Many o Much Too Few 

o About the Number 

5. I think that the Street should be 
0 o Agree o Neutral 

0 0 o Don't Know/Unsure 

6. I think that the followina elements within the peltfe~;trlan realm of M3VVIAW St are UnlrI.l'U"t~I""· 
o Continuous Sidewalks o Improved Aa:essibility (e.g., curb ramps) 

o Wider Sidewalks o SerlCnj~S'~)eatlna 
o Maintain Green Space on North Side 

o More Marked Crosswalks 
o Shorter Street Distance 

Please refer to the boards as you fill out the feedback form. 

Page 1 of 3 
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2 

7. follo\lllJl.no comments on UlJ,nOlns 1 n"'· ... II:,..n 3 for t::Sa'\IV',~w Street 

I think these features are imr\f"lrt:::Int- I think these features are NOT Il-nr.t'\rt~::.nt· 

2 5) 
1 think these features are imr\nrl::".,t' I think these features are NOT ;,..,., ......... rt·" ..... t· 

3 6) 
I think these features are j""",.",,,i,, .... · I think these features are NOT 

8. the following streetsc:.aJ:l,e vision for H~'UVlil:>\AI Street: 
1 0 2 0 3 o Don't Know/Unsure 

o other (please 

9. I think that the eXIStlrllQ SlrreE~ts~:ar;:.e of Chatham Street should be 

o 0 0 Neutral 
o · ..... "Tr'''nnlll/ a Don't Know/Unsure 

1 O. I think that the TOIIO\lVInO elements within the pel()e~strllan realm of Chatham St are Im''IIr\F'f:;;n,f' 

o Continuous Sidewalks o Wider Sidewalks o More Marked Crosswalks 
o Shorter Street Distance o More Street Trees curb 

o 8erlchesfSeatJr o Improved 

Please refer to the mSIJ/a!v boards as you fill out the feedback form. 

3845403 Page 2 
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'll't'!:III"'nn'll.r::r.nll' 2 Cont'd 

TolloW'fnn comments on Ontiorl~ tk ............... k 3 for Chatham Street n";r,21""tc: 

I think these features are 'rnr-'Ar"t·" ..... t· these features are NOT imr'l"\rl:::Int· 

Option 2 9) 

I think these features are important: I think these features are NOT ,rn.-,,,rt·,,,nt' 

3 
I think these features are lrnr\l'\rt::::.nt' I think these features are NOT important: 

12. I prefer the folloWlno strleetscClIPe vision for Chatham Street: 
o Option 1 0 2 0 Option 3 o Don't Know/Unsure 

o other 

Please fill out the survey form and return it to the 2013. 

• Mail it to the of 6911 NO.3 
attention of Joan 

• Fax it to the of Richmond at 604-276-4052 or 

• Email ittotheofRichmondatt~t .... :.~.\t..\ .. t~tl:t.lnl7.i.H.II...I"I ...... r. or 

• Fill it out online at the website and at www.letstalkrichmond.ca; or 

• Leave it in the off boxes n,.,."llln/:3n at this Public House. 

you your 

Please refer to the boards as you fill out the feedback form. 

384S.403 Page 3 of 3 
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our mandate is to 
nrf\lj:lo..-tc: that affect the network 

tr~n<:;ll'\f\r,.~tlf\f\ modes now and into the future. As 
H~'v\/IAW Street and Chatham we feel 

ex[)enem:e while others 
\/Ia .... lh'hl of non-motorized modes that have long contributed to the 

to live. visit and do business. 

.. furnOI1Q~:trl~ln~ 

.. Adherence to 2041 Official 

.. Increased 1"'\,::11'1.:'11"1(1 for non-motorized modes 

1-'~lrllll'''I(1 for automobiles is very SO':lC€!-lnlerISi\i'9 

space available for other users. The increased 
automobile traffic that increased is often detrimental to the 

and 
0.1"1.,....,.,.111"<:>(\1 .... (\ emE:JlO'/eeIS of Steveston businesses not to 

we 
.. Pedestrian An increased number of nOi'1Ac,tri,:iln .... lr .... <::<::II'1.I"I<:: desire lines 

with curb cuts 
.. Shared space: Local streets used for access instead of automobile 

traffic may be as shared spaces. Shared spaces are streets 11A.<uru,,,,,11 

be shared between all users as well as <::11'\\!,J_t"1"V\,\/H'I.1"I 

calJtloiUSliy driven motor vehicles with minimal use of artificial traffic control measures 
and sidewalks. Past Iml'IAmA,nt:itl~ln<::. 

assurance that are in the 
.. Sufficient sidewalk space: Pedestrians NOIIC:aIIV 

walking beside members 
\/II1(1;:1nlnl"1 of sidewalks where necessary to I~""Y('\\./~ 
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Attachment 3 Cont'd 

• Pedestrian..scale design and street furniture: As Steveston Village Is a destination to 
visit and not just a transportation corridor, consideration for the comfort and convenience 
of users of all ages is important. We believe that benches. water fountains. public art as 
well as other creative forms of street furniture can be beneficial to promote Steveston as 
a place to visit and spend time in. 

• Pedestrian-scale street lighting: Smaller,lower lights would protect the historical feel 
of Steveston while improving the pedestrian experience. 

Streetscape features we do not support 
• Angle parking: Angle parking presents a major conflict between reversing automobiles 

and bicycles. If it must be implemented, reverse angle parking is safer. 

Ou r vi 51 on for Bayview Street 
• Lowspeed pedegrian friendly street that connedsthe the boordV\oelk parallelto Ba'y'view 

street \nith Garry Point Park'spathV\e'y'Sto form a 2.2 km continuous promenade from 
Wesl'MJter Drive to OarryP oint Park and the '\/\est d'y1<e. 

• Shared space is a potential option for this street as it is used primarily for aocess. 

Above is a sketch of what Bayview may fook like with the shared !!()ace ccmcept (Sketch l¥ 
Christopher Vuen) 
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Our vision for Chatham Street 
• Segregated pedeWian, and c.yding faciiies pdeded t'om higher speed moiortraftc 
• Eftderi use of street WcIh to accommodate ccriinJOUS sideMks and C'yde trads as 

¥letl as a mixttl"e of parallel Pf,rti'lg and other 1eat-..es . 

Above are Google Streetview images of Noffite FasanveJ. II sheet m a SlJblJrb of Cop.enhagel) 
that;s 19 metres wide for most of the w~. Chattulm street is widerMan 19 metres aM 
should be able to accommodme moI'e. Efficient design slows for the inc.t1sKm of the folowing 
features: 
A - Left tum bays, B - Pede!lrian Crossi~ Islands. C - Raised 'Ycie t~k proteded IJj curb 
al'Wi patked ealS, D - Unobstructed SkJewa/~ E - Gleenery. F - paralel pa(k~g, G - utiJiies tNt 
do not bbcJc street ~CIJ, H - Tr.msit ptiorI.y ~a~s 

Conclusion 

Attachment 3 

It is irJl>Ortant to recognize that the pedestrian experience is at the core of the the experience 
of all users. \Nhether a person drives, takes public transportation or cycles to Steveston, they 
must vvalk at the end of the end of their trip. The Richmond Active Transportation Committee 
encourages the City to make streetscape choices that improve, not compromise, the long-term 
desirability of Steveston Village as a place to visit, shop, and spend time. Just as with the OCP, 
we believe it is strategically important to provide public spaces that are comfortable, safe and 
attractive to people on their feet, their bicycles or other mobility device in order to meet our long­
term livability objectives. The success of &eveston Vlliage thirty years from now depends on 
our vision today and we hope that Steveston will adopt one that prioritizes people first. 
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Attachment 4 
Survey Results 

1. Demographics 

Of the 83 survey forms received from individuals, 78 per cent live witrun one kilometre of 
Steveston Village and nearly one-half of respondents (43 per cent) live within 400 metres of the 
Village. Given respondents' proximity to Steveston Village, they regularly visit the area: 72 per 
cent visit more than three times per week and a further 12 per cent visit one to three times per 
week. The prevalent single modes of travel are: walking (38 per cent), vehicle as a driver or 
passenger (18 per cent) and cycling (five per cent). The remaining respondents used multiple 
modes. 

2. Public Parking Supply 

Q4: Is the number ofpublic parking spaces (free and pay) in Steveston Village adequate? 

With respect to stakeholder and general 
public responses regarding their perception 
of the adequacy of the supply of public 
parking (free and pay) in Steveston Village, 
a majority of indjvidual respondents (52 

Q4 Response 
Slightly/much too many 
About the right number 
Slightly/much too few 
Other/no response 

Stakeholders 
-

2 (28.5%) 
3 (43%) 

2 (28.5%) 

Public 
11 ( 13% 
32 ( 39%, 
32 ( 39%) 

8( 9%) 

per cent) believe that the existing number of public parking spaces is either sufficient or too 
many. 

3. Long-Term Streetscape Vision for Bayview Street 

Q5: Should the existing slreetscape of Bayview Street be improved? 

A strong majority of individual respondents 
(83 per cent) believe that the existing 
streetscape of Bayview Street should be 
improved while responses from the 
stakeholder groups were mixed. 

QS Response 
Strongly Agree/Agree 
Neutral 
Strongly Disagree/ 
Disagree 
Other/no response 

Stakeholders 
2 (28.5%) 

-

3 (43%) 

2 (28.5%) 

Q6: What elements within the pedestrian realm of Bayview Street are important? 

Public 
69 (83%) 

5 (6%) 

5 (6%) 

4 (5%) 

The top three streetscape elements that the general public identifies as being important are: 

• continuous sidewalks (identified by 67 per cent of respondents), likely due to the existing 
missing section of sidewalk on the n0l1h side of Bayview Street between 2nd Avenue and 3rd 

Avenue; 
• benches and seating (55 per cent); and 
• wider sidewalks (51 per cent). Existing sidewalk widths are 2.0 m to 3.0 m on the south side 

and 1.5 m to 2.0 m on the north side. 

3890388 
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Attachment 4 Cont'd 
Survey Results 

F or the stakeholder groups, the top three 
streetscape elements identified as being 
important are continuous sidewalks, 
benches and seating, and maintaining the 
green space on the north side, all of which 
were identified by three of the seven 
groups. 

"Other" elements \vritten in by respondents 
include on-street bike lanes or off-street 
bike path, gathering/resting areas) and more 
landscaping. 

Q6 Element Identified Stakeholders Public 
Continuous sidewalks 3 43% 56 67% 
Wider sidewalks 2 29% 42 51% 
Maintain green space on 

3 (43%) 31 (37%) 
north side 
More marked crosswalks 1 14% 28 34%) 
Shorter street crossing 

1 (14%) 5 (6%) 
distance 
I mproved accessibility 2 29% 18 22% 
Benches/seating 3 43% 46 55% 
Improved lighting 1 14% 20 24% 
More bicycle parking 2 29% 35 42% 
OtherPI 2 29% 21 25% 
(1) Other elements cited Include: bikes lanes or bike path, 

gathering areas, street trees and/or shrubs, have street 
as pedestrian-only on weekends. 

Q7: For each of the three options, what streetscape elements are/are not important? 

For each option presented, the streetscape elements that stakeholders and the public identify as 
important or not important are summarized below. For all options, both groups generally 
identified wider and continuous sidewalks as important. 

Q7 Importance of 
Stakeholders Public 

Element 

• Continuous sidewalks 
C Q) • More space for pedestrians «1:2 Wider sidewalks .;:: CI) • Buffer between pedestrians and moving 

.;..:~€ Important More space for pedestrians • • traffic c"'CO Pedestrian-scale features oQ)z • Maintain existing parking spaces ._ a.. • o..Q)c 
> 0 • Consider cycling facilities o E E 

Proposed sidewalk width of 7.5 m is too 0..- • E ~ Not Important • Width of south sidewalk wide -0:::: 

• Any additional parking 

c-8 • Improved and wider sidewalks 
.~ (Jj ~ Important • Continuous sidewalks • Additional on-street angle parking ,. ii)€~ 

NQ) .... • Consider one-way traffic c"'Con3 oG>za.. 
'''::- a.. C ~ • Provision of additional on-street o.~oO') 
o E E~ Not Important • Provision of angle parking 

parking, particularly angle parking 
0.. co ~ Reduced sidewalk width relative to E Q) • 
-0::: 

Option 1 

c Q) • Improved sidewalks co:g 0> • Wider sidewalk 'C CI) .!: Important Balance between pedestrians and traffic .. Ui € ~ Additional on-street parking • • MQ) n3 • Additional on-street parallel parking c~o~ 
.Q a.. z Q) a Q) C = 

Reduced sidewalk width relative to > 0 n3 • o 0 E ro 
0.. co a.. Not Important • Provision of parallel parking Option 1 
E<l>od • Additional on-street parallel parking -0::: 

For Option 1, respondents like the wider space for pedestrians although some feel it is too wide 
and thus would appear too austere, perhaps due to the rendering that did not illustrate other 

3890388 
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Attachment 4 Cont'd 
Survey Results 

streetscape elements such as benches, pedestrian-scale lighting, landscaping, etc. Note that street 
trees are not recommended for Bayview Street due to its current function as the dyke. 

For Option 2, more respondents identified additional on-street parking as unimportant (41 per 
cent) than those who identified it as important (12 per cent). Nearly 30 per cent of respondents 
cited potential pedestrian and traffic safety concerns associated with angle parking. 

For Option 3, some respondents (19 per cent) cited the additional parallel parking as important 
while a slightly greater number (24 per cent) cited it as unimportant as they were opposed to any 
additional on-street parking and did not support the reduced width of pedestrian space necessary 
to accommodate the parking. 

Q8: What is your preferred streetscape vision for Bayview Street? 

While not a majority, Option 1 was 
identified by the most individual 
respondents (37 per cent) as their 
preferred streetscape vision for Bayview 
Street. If the five addi tional "Other" 
responses that cite variations of Option 1 
are included, then 43.4 per cent of public 
respondents support Option 1. The 
general public results do not indicate 
support for increasing the supply of on­
street parking, whether provided as angle 
or parallel spaces. In particular, there is 
a clear lack of support for angle parking. 

There is no clear consensus amongst 
stakeholders as an equal number of 
groups preferred Option 3 versus Option 
lIDo nothing. 

Q8 Response 
Option 1 
Option 2 
Option 3 
Other: 
• Option 1 + bike lanes 
• Option 1 + no parking 
• Option 1 + road closure 

on weekends 
• Option 1 if two-way or 

Option 3 if one-way 
• Combination Option 1 & 3 
• Option 2 or 3 
• More elements/greenery 
• One-way + bike lanes 
• One-way + angle parking 
• Do nothing 
Don't Know 
No Response 

4. Long-Term Streetscape Vision for Chatham Street 

Stakeholders 
2 (29%) 
1 (14%) 
3 (43%>-

1 (14%) 

-
-

Q9: Should the existing streetscape of Chatham Street be improved? 

Similar to the results for Bayview Street, a 
clear majority of individual respondents (73.5 
per cent) believe that the existing streetscape 
of Chatham Street should be improved. Most 
of the stakeholder groups (four of seven) also 
agree that streetscape should be improved. 

Q9 Response 
Strongly Agree/ 
Agree 
Neutral 
Strongly Disagree/ 
Disagree 
Other/no response 

Stakeholders 

4 (57%) 

-
1 (14%) 

2 (29%) 

QI0: What elements within the pedestrian realm of Chatham Street are important? 

Public 
31 (37%) 
6 (7.2%) 
19123%) 

3 (4%) 
1 (1.2%) 
1 (1.2%) 

1 (1.2%) 

1 (1.2%) 
1 (1.2%) 
1 (1 .2%) 
1 (1.2%) 
1 (1 .2%) 

-

6 (7 .2%) 
10 (12%) 

Public 

61 (73.5%) 

7 (8.4%) 

8 (9.7%) 

7 (8.4%) 

The top three streetscape ejements that the general pub1ic identifies as being important are: 

• continuous sidewalks (identified by 64 per cent of respondents); 

3890388 
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Survey Results 

• more street trees (54 per cent); and 
• benches and seating (49 per cent). 

For the stakeholder groups, the top two 
streetscape elements identified as being 
important are continuous sidewalks (five of 
seven groups) and benches and seating 
(three of seven groups). 

"Other" elements written in by respondents 
include on-street bike lanes, removing the 
existing bus parking, and more 
landscaping. 

Q10 Element Identified Stakeholders Public 
Continuous sidewalks 5 (71%) 53 (64% 
Wider sidewalks 2 (29%) 28 (34% 
More marked crosswalks 2 (29%) 24 (29% 
Shorter street crossing 

2 (29%) 9 (11 %) 
distance 
More street trees 2 (29%) 45 (54% 
Improved accessibility 1 (14%) 22 (27% 
Benches/seating 3 (43%) 41 (49% 
Improved lighting 1 (14%) 18 (22% 
More bicycle parking 2 (29%) 31 (37% 
Other(l) 1 (14%) 18 (22% 
(1) Other elements cited Include: bike lanes, removal of bus 

parking, more landscaping, more canopies/awnings. 

Q11: For each o/the three options, what streetscape elements are/are not important? 

For each option presented, the streetscape elements that stakeholders and the public identify as 
important or not important are sum,marized below. For all options, both groups generally 
identified wider and improved sidewalks as important. For Option 1, respondents like more 
street trees and the wider space for pedestrians althoug~ some feel it is too wide and thus would 
appear too stark. 

Q11 Importance of 
Stakeholders Public 

Element 

c <f) • I mproved and wider sidewalks 
.~ ~ 

Important • Wider sidewall<s • More street trees 
l:i(j) 

~~.c • More space for pedestrians • Maintain current building setback 
c:::"Oo • No additional on-street parking oCl)cc ._ a.. 
a..Cl)c 

Additional on-street parking 0>0 • e E Not Important Width of pedestrian realm Width of pedestrian realm (too much 0.- • • E m 
-0::: concrete) 

Cl) • Relocate driveways to rear • Improved and wider sidewalks 
rn", Important • Additional on-street angle • Additional on-street angle parking C (l) 
c::(~ parking • Relocate driveways to rear 
~U) 

N~fi 
c co 0 
o!:co • Additional on-street angle parking, +=l~C: 
0..- 0 Additional on-street angle particularly due to loss of street trees o U) 0) Not Important • 

Cl) C parking • Reduced sidewalk width relative to ~~ '- co Option 1 o.~ 
E 

~ • Improved sidewalks 
~c 

Important Relocate driveways to rear • Better visually with parking removed 
..¥: (l) • roC,) from curb 

(.oj ~.5 • No additional on-street parking c:: "0 C') 
0'- C 

'.0::1 U).-
Reduced sidewalk width relative to a.Cl)~ • o :> co Additional on-street angle Option 1 oc... 

Not Important • Q.<l) 
parking Additional on-street angle parking in Ern • 

-~ centre of roadway 
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Attachment 4 Cont'd 
Survey Results 

For Option 2, more respondents identified additional on-street parki.ng as unimportant (30 per 
cent) than those who identified it as important (eight per cent). A number of respondents (12 per 
cent) cited potential pedestrian and traffic safety concerns associated with angle parking, 
particularly in light of existing transit operations on the street. Several respondents (seven per 
cent) commented that the additional on-street angle parking was visually unappealing) 
particularly jf it was at the expense of street trees and a reduced sidewalk width. 

For Option 3, 20 per cent of respondents cited the additional angle parking in the centre of the 
street as unimportant while only eight per cent cited it as important. Fifteen per cent of 
respondents cited potential pedestrian and traffic safety concerns associated with angle parking 
in the middle of the street. 

Q12: What is your preferred streetscape vision/or Chatham Street? 

A majority of individual respondents (53 
per cent) identified Option 1 as their 
preferred streetscape vision for Chatham 
Street. If the additional "Other" response 
that cites a variation of Option 1 is 
included, then 54.2 per cent of pubJic 
respondents support Option 1. Overall, 
the general public results do not indicate 
support for increasing the supply of on­
street parking. As with the responses for 
Bayview Street, there is a demonstrated 
lack of support for angle parking. 

A,mongst stakeholders, an equal number 
of groups preferred Option 1 versus 

Q12 Response 

I Option 1 
I Option 2 

Option 3 
Other: 
• Option 1 + bike lanes + 

fewer parking spaces 
• Option 2 + fewer ang Ie 

parking spaces 
• Option 2 or 3 
• Option 2 + parallel 

parking 
• Do nothing 
Don't Know 
No Response 

Stakeholder 
s Public 

3 (43%) 44 (53%) 
3 (43%) 5 (6%) 

- 14 (16.9%) 

1 (1.2%) 

1 (1.2%) 

1 (1.2%) 
1 (1.2%) 

1 (14%) 1 (1.2%) 

- 1 (1.2%) 
- 14 (16.9%) 

Option 3. If the "Do Nothing" response is included with the Option 1 responses (as both choices 
would not shift the curbs), then a majority of stakeholder groups (four of seven or 57 per cent) 
prefer Option I. 

3890388 
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To: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

From: Joe Erceg, General Manager, 
Planning and Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: July 8, 2013 

File: 

Re: Port Metro Vancouver Land Use Plan Update 

Staff Recommendation 

That, as per the report from the General Manager, Planning and Development, dated July 8, 
2013, titled : Port Metro Vancouver Land Use Plan Update, the City of Richmond: 

(1) Advise Port Metro Vancouver that, as the City continues to strongly object to any Port use of 
agricultural lands, the Port state in its Land Use Plan that it will not use agricultural lands for 
Port expansion or operations; and 

(2) Advise the Minister of Transport Canada, the BC Minister of Agriculture, the Chair of the 
BC Agricultural Land Commission, the Metro Vancouver Board and all Metro Vancouver 
mW1.icipaiities of the above reconunendation. 

~~ Gener~~tan~, Planning and Development 

JE:ttc 

Att. 5 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

INITIALS: 

~lL 
REVIEWED BY CAO 

3907097 
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July 8, 2013 - 5 -

Conclusion 

Staff have reviewed Port Metro Vancouver~s Phase 3 draft Land Use Plan and find that, after 
repeated Richmond requests, the draft Plan does not protect agricultural land from Port 
expansion or operations. Staff recommend that Council once again request Port Metro 
Vancouver to state in its Land Use Plan that it will not expand or operate on agricultural lands, 
and advise the Minister of Transport Canada, the BC Minister of Agriculture, the Chair of the 
BC Agricultural Land Commission, the Metro Vancouver Board and all Metro Vancouver 
municipalities of the reconunendation. 

~>Manager, 
Policy Planning 
(604-276-4139) 

TC:cas 

Attachment 1 

Attachment 2 

Attachment 3 

Attachment 4 

Attachment 5 

3907097 

Phase 3, Stakeholder Workshop Discussion Guide, Land Use Plan Update, June 2013 

Phase 2, Consultation Summary Report, Land Use Plan, March 2013 

Excerpts of Port Comments Regarding Port Land Use Planning and Acquisition, July 2013 

Richmond General Manager's July 3,2012 Letter to Port 

Richmond Mayor Brodie's October 25, 2013 Letter to Port 



PLN - 105

ATTACHMENT 1 



PLN - 106

Thank you for participating in Phase 3 workshops on Port Metro Vancouver's Land Use Plan update. 
This discussion guide provides you with important information to prepare you for the upcoming 
workshop. 

Key objectives of the workshop are to: 

Explain the Port's Land Use Plan (LU P) update process and the function of the final plan. 
Present revised LU P goals, objectives, and policy directions from Phase 2. 
Gather input on draft land and water LIse designations. 

Agenda 

9:30 

10:00 

10:40 

11 :00 

12:00 

12:45 

1 :30 

2:10 

2:50 

3:05 

3:45 

4:15 

4:20 

Registration 

Welcome and introduction 

Presentation on goals, objectives & policy directions 

Small group discussions on goals, objectives & policy directions 

Lunch break 

Presentation on planning areas and draft designations 

Round 1 : Map-based small group discussion of draft designations 

Round 2: Map-based small group discussion of draft designations 

Afternoon Break 

Round 3: Map-based small group discussion of draft designations 

Plenaty 

Feedback 

CI osi ng remarks 

Following an introductory presentation, we will spend the morning presenting the revised goals, objectives, and 
policy directions, highlighting how input from the earlier consultation was incorporated. 

In the afternoon, we will start with a presentation on the existing planning areas, and draft land and water use 
designations. Then, we will invite you to comment on planning areas and draft designations. After three rounds 
of exploring designation maps from seven planning-areas, we will wrap up with a plenary discussion and gather 
feedback. 

NOTE: ALL MATERIALS PRESENTED IN THIS DISCUSSION GUIDE ARE PRELIMINARY 
AND FOR CONSULTATION PURPOSES ONLY. 
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HAT IS THE P T ET 0 VA OUVER L D USE PL ? 

The Canada Marine Act requires each Canadian port authority to have a Land Use Plan that contains objectives 
and policies for the physical development of the property it manages. The Portis current Land Use Plan is a 
compilation of three separate plans from each of the region's former port authorrties that amalgamated in 2008 
to form Port Metro Vancouver. 

In 2011, Port Metro Vancouver completed a strategic visioning initiative we called Port 2050. During this year­
long initiative, we engaged a wide range of representatives from industlY, government and local communities-. A 
key outcome of POli 2050 was a new vision for Pori Metro Vancouver: 

To be the most efficient and sustainable Gateway for the customers we serve, benefiting communities 
locally and across the nation. 

As one of our first steps towards implementing this new vision. we are updating the current Land Use Plan. 

OBJECT. ES OF THE PLAN 
Guide the physical development of the Port 

Provide direction to port staff when reviewing development proposals 

Assist port tenants in identifying areas to locate or expand their operations and investments 

Facilitate coordination of land use and transportation planning with external agencies 

Provide neighbouring residents and communities with greater clarity about activities and uses that 
may occur on port lands, and how their interests will be considered in the planning process 

Communicate the Portis intentions of growing in an environmentally. economically and socially 
responsible manner 

Land Use Plan Upd ate: Di scussi on Gu id e - Ph ase 3 Stakehol der 'N orks hops Pag . 3 
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PROCESS TO DATE 

WEARE HERE 

During Phase 1, we gathered information on top priorities for stakeholders, communities and First Nations. VI/e 
combined that with research into industry trends, port best practices and the port's vision, mission, and mandaie 
to gain a better understanding of the major themes that should be addressed in the Land Use Plan. 

In Phase 2, we developed draft goals\ objectives and policy directions based on information we had gathered 
during Phase 1. Through a series of workshops, open houses, meetings and online feedback, we consulted on 
these materials to receive feedback on each policy, and to discover if we had missed anything. The results of lhis 
consultation are available at www.portmetrovancouyer.com/landuseplan 

In Phase 3, we will be developing the Land Use Plan document At this point, we are finalizing the goals, 
objectives, and policy directions and developing land and water designations for the areas under the Port's 
jurisdiction. VVe are also mapping out these uses throughout the Port. We will be consulting with stakeholders, 
communities and First Nations through various activities. 

During this first round of workshops, we will provide participants with an overview of and opportunity to comment 
on the following: 

Goals, objectives and policy directions 

Planning areas 

Draft land and water designations 

Maps of draft land and water designations 

During Phase 4, we will be finalizing the Plan and releasing the full draft for consultation with stakeholders, First 
Nations and the wider community. 

po r t met rova n couver.c o m 

Pag e 4 
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Draft Goals, Objectives & Policy Directions were developed in Phase 2 in order to provide a policy framework 
for the updated Land Use Plan. They were based on a combination of consultation, research into best practices, 
and the Port's mandate, mission and vision. We received hundreds of comments in Phase 2 from stakeholders, 
the community and First Nations on the draft goals, objectives, and policy Directions. Following that consultation 
period, we further reviewed them in order to see what changes could be made, and ensure they aligned with the 
scope of the Land Use Plan and Port Metro Vancouver's mandate. 

While some of the feedback received referred to issues outside of the scope of a land use plan, we were 
able to identify some clear themes from the input we received. Based on these themes, we made significant 
changes, of which the major ones are outlined below. PIGase note that the changes highlighted below do not 
include the many other changes that were also made to in response to input received which improved clarity 
and consistency. The revised goals, objectives and policy directions will be a central component of the new 
Land Use Plan. 

hat eard 

... ~;-~', :~:)j. ,. .' '~J~: :.~: < .;1" '~" 
Growth:should y!ot take . ,",- ' .... 

- "f. - ..' "tj; 
place at.~he expen~e of the '1 
en.v!roll.mentor communjt;~~. -·.! 

.- ~"Cq~muniwtion 'and 
... :engbgel!nent t?eed t~~ be 
.. ··:~tr'O't1giy rejie~ted ihthe,:' . >~~~ 

".ii1?~~~t~~.~ .. ;~ _.: :~: .: .:1 

.;'i f.~ "~\~:'':~'''!I.)- '.~!.~_~.,~-:~r~.;:~.,.,.:, ... 
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ajor ch - as 

Goal 1 and the related policy 
directions now emphasize 
that the Port manages -
rather than just facilitates 
- growth to consider a wider 
range of economic, social, 
and environmental factors. 

A new goal on 
communication and 
engagement has been 
created. 

Objectives and policy 
directions have been revised 
to clarify the importance of 
identifying and addressing 
potential community and 
environmental impacts. 

A new policy direction has 
been created to confirm that 
the plans of municipalities, 
First Nations and other 
agencies will be considered 
as part of port planning 
and development decision­
making. 

Land Use P lan Updat e: D iscu ssi on Guide - Phase 3 Stake l older W orksho p s 

Goal 1 : Uport Metro Vancouver 

manages port growth and activity 
in support of Canada's trade while 

preparing for anticipated transitions 
in the global economy." 

Goal 5: Uport Metro Vancouver 

is a leader in communication and 

engagement in support of the use 

and development of port lands and 
waters: 

Policy direction and objectives: 
1.2.1 , 3 .1.2, 3.3.5, 3.3.6,4.2, 
4 .2.1,4.2.3, 4.3,4.3. 1, 4.3.3 

4.3.4 : "Consider applicable plans 
of municipalities, First Nations and 
other agencies when developing 
Port plans and strategies." 

Page 5 
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Port Me.tro Vancouver manages port growth 
and activity in support of Canada's trade while 
preparingjor anticipated transitions in the 
global .economy. 

CO TE S1: fEME T 

Port Metro Vancouver is a major North American gateway for our Asia Pacific trading partners and a major generator 
of jobs, taxes and financial value for the Canadian economy. Across Canada, port activities generated approximately 
98,800 jobs and $20 billion in economic output. The port has also been a driving force in the growth of the region, 
providing employment opportunities to loca! residents and enabling many of the region's businesses to flourish. 

As we look forward to the next 1 5 to 20 years, growth is forecasted across almost all commodity sectors currently 
handled at the Port. A key challenge will be ensuring there is sufficient land to support this expected growth. VVhi!e 
various land uses within the region-such as commercial, industrial and residential -are interdependent on one 
another, they also compete with one another for the very land needed to sustain them. . 

As we look beyond the 15 to 20 year timeframe of the Land Use Plan, we recognize our long term future may 
be very different from today. Through our recent Port 2050 strategic visioning initiative, we identified our 
anticipated future where a post-carbon economy emerges over the next 40 years, accompanied by more 
sustainable patterns of production and consumption. Port Metro Vancouver is uniquely positioned to take 
a leading role in managing its growth responsibly, and preparing the port community for that future so that 
together we may adapt to new challenges and seize the potential of new opportunities that will inevitably arise. 

po rtmet (ovanCOll vef . CO rn 

Page 6 
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Objectives & Policy Directions 
1~ 1 Protect the industrial land base to support port and related activities into 

the future. 
1 .1 .1 Preserve the lands and waters under the Port's jurisdiction to support current and future port 

activities. 

1.1.2 Collaborate with other land use authorities to protect the region's industrial land base. 

1.1.3 Collaborate with local, regional and provincial governments and First Nations to identify 
oppol1unities to improve the compatibility of port and adjacent land uses across jurisdictional 
boundaries. 

1.2 Optimize the se of existing port lands and t,..,aters. 
1.2.1 Intensify the use and development of port lands to achieve the highest feasible operational 

capacities within the existing land base, considering the impacts intensified use may have on 
adjacent communities, transportation netwOI'ks and the environment. 

1.2.2 Promote the use and development of pOl11ands and waters in a manner that takes advantage 
of a site's unique physical and geographical attributes in its broader context. 

1.2.3 Manage new port development to create synergies and efficiencies between adjacent 
activities and uses. 

1.3 Ensure the availability of a land base within the region that is sufficien 
support future port a d port-related activities. 
1.3.1 Consider acquisit ion of sites to protect their availability for future port use, giving priority to 

lands that demonstrate ready access to shipping and/or transportation networks and close 
proximity to existing Port Metro Vancouver holdings. 

1.3.2 Consider the creation of new land for future port uses, such as new terminal development 
and environmental miiigation, when suitable existing lands are not expected to be available. 

1.3.3 Develop a coordinated approach to anticipating and responding to property and 
infrastructure impacts) such as those a~sociated with climate change, including sea level rise 
and more frequent/extreme flood events. 

1.4 Lead the port community in anticipating and responding to economic 
trends and opportunities that will affect the growth, development and 
competitiveness of the port. 

1.4.1 Monitor and research trends against measurable indicators to anticipate changes in the way 
port lands and waiers will be used in the coming decades. 

1.4.2 Develop innovative land management strategies and practices, in collaboration with 
customers) stakeholders and First Nations, to influence and adapt to expected changes in 
trade patterns, supply chains, technology and other key drivers of port activity. 

1 .4.3 Pursue investments in port lands and infrastructure in the context of anticipated long-term 
economic ttends. 

1.4.4 Pursue best practices in sustainable land use management, and support port operators 
in developing operating and management practices that align with the Port's vision for a 
sustainable future. 

Land Use Plan Update : Disc uss ion Guide' Phase 3 Stake holder Workshop s Pa ge 7 



PLN - 112

Port Metro Vancouver ;s a leader in 
ensuring the safe and efficient movement 
of port-related cargo, traffic and passengers 
throughout the region. 

CO T 51 Je E T 

n-Ie lands and waters managed by Port Metro Vancouver are small links in the chain of supply that delivers a product 
from its origin to a final destination . For a port tenant or terminal operator to be able to effectively use port land for 
the handling of their products, that land must be served by a reliable and efficient transportation network. In a port 
setting, that network consists of marine, road and rail transportation modes that all connect together to move cargo 
through the supply chain. 

While local marine navigation is almost entirely within the Port's jurisdiction, most road and rail services that the Port 
depends on are provided by external organizations. The Land Use Plan provides an opportunity to communicate the 
Port's needs to those organizations in order to facilitate the coordination of transportation planning within the region. 
It also communicates our intent to consistently apply best practices in ensuring the safety and security of goods and 
passengers utilizing the gateway. 

Page 8 
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Objectives & Policy Directions 

2D~ mprove operational efficiencies of transpo tation modes serving the port 
2.1 .1 Monitor road, rail and marine 1raffic activities on an ongoing basis in order to identify and 

pursue opportunities for improvements to operating efficiency. 

2.1.2 Collaborate with customers, stakeholders, local governments and other agencies to identify 
and implement operational changes that improve road, rail and marine traffic flows accessing 
the port. 

2.1.3 Support the increased use of regional waterways for the transport of cargo. 

2.1 .4 Work with customers, stakeholders, local governments and other agencies to develop 
strategies and identify opportunities to optimize supply chain movements within and beyond 
the Metro Vancouver region. 

2.1.5 Work with customers, stakeholders, local governments and First Nations to identify and 
monitor operational improvements to mitigate potential noise, congestion, air emissions and 
other impacts arising from port-related activities. 

ra erve, 
cri ical t 

ain ain and impi'ove r nsportation cor i ors an infras uc ure 
moving goods and assengers to and -hrough the 0 . 

2.2.1 Maintain and improve critical navigation infrastructure, port roadways and port-owned rail 
infrastructure and corridors in order to support the safe, efficient and effective movement of 
goods. 

2.2.2 Support maintenance and improvement of land and marine transportation corridors and 
infrastructure outside of Port Metro Vancouver's jurisdiction required for current and future 
port activity. 

2.2.3 Collaborate with industry, transportation agencies, local governments and other stakeholders 
to ensure the future capacity of the regional transportation network is sufficient to 
accommodate current and anticipated port-related traffic, in context of the needs of other 
transportation network users. 

2.2.4 Pursue the Port's interests in an efficient and effective regional transportation network 
through advocacy and direct participation in the transportation planning initia1ives of other 
agencies. 

2.2.5 Support transit and transportation demand management initiatives that would increase the 
efficiency and capacity of the reg ional transportation network for the movement of goods. 

2.2.6 Support investigation of options to provide improved transit service to port lands to increase 
transportation choice for port workers. 

Land Use Plan Updat e: Discussion Guide - Phase 3 Stakeh older Wo rk shop s Page 9 
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2.3 nsure he safe and secure movemen of goods and a se gars throug 
the port. 
2.3.1 Support the implementation and enforcement of applicable besi practices, regulations and 

standards for the safe use and operation of roads, railways and navigation channels servicing 
the port. 

2.3.2 Assist port users in incorporating best practices for safety and security into all aspects of their 
operations. 

2.3.3 Collaborate with relevant authorities and agencies to strengthen established emergency and 
post-emergency response plans for incidents originating in the port or directly impacting port 
operations. 

2.3.4 Support emergency 'response planning of external agencies where Port resources may be of 
service in responding to emergencies affecting the broader region. 

po r t I'l1 e 1 ro va n C Oli v e r. co m 

Page 10 
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Port Metro Vancouver is a global leader 
among ports in the environmental 
stewardship of the lands a.nd waters it 
mpnages. 

CONTEXT 51. IE T 

Port Metro Vancouver is SlTIVll1g to be a globa! leader in port sustainability. From an environmental 
perspective, the manner in which port property is physically used will influence how successful Vife 

are in achieving this goal. The more than 600 km of shoreline managed by the Port is used for a 
variety of purposes, ranging from industrial operations and commerce to recreation and other uses. 
Working with agencies, port users, local governments, local communities and First Nations, we identify 
environmental issues and risks posed by these activities and take action to reduce the potential impacts 
and improve environmental quality. The Land Use Plan will provide guiding policy to support this work. 

L. and Use Pl an Updat e : Discuss ion G lid e - Phase 3 S takeholder Worksho p s Page 1 1 
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Objectives & Policy Directions 

3;. Contribute to the overall ecological health of the region by reducing 
impacts fro po t activity· and protecting, sustain'ng and enhancing 
ecosystemsc 
3.1.1 Develop and promote best practices and programs to protect ecosystems and enhance 

fish and wildlife and their habitats. 

3.1.2 Minimize potential adverse impacts on habitat quality or, where necessary, mitigate such 
impacts and compensate for loss of habitat resulting from new port development. 

3.1.3 Support the creation, enhancement and/or restoration of critical fish and wildlife habitat at 
appropriate locations within the Port's jurisdiction, or when such locations are not available, 
at locations outside of the Port's jurisdiction. 

3.1.4 Collaborate with environmental agencies, local governments, First Nations and 
stakeholders to monitor and protect critical terrestrial, marine and estuarine environments. 

3.1.5 Assess, mitigate and monitor land, air and marine environmental impacts from port 
operations and developments. 

3.2 Reduce air e missions, including reen ouse gas in ensity, and promote 
energy conservation in port operations and developmentsa 

3.2.1 Reduce air emissions from port adtivities by applying best practices and best available 
technologies for reducing emissions and improving regional air quality. 

3.2.2 Encourage energy conservation and delivery of alternative or renewable energy to support 
port operations and developments and achieve reductions in air emissions. 

3.2.3 Monitor and report on port-related air emissions and air quality. 

3.2.4 Maintain dialogue with regional agencies on monitoring and reducing air emissions. 

3.3 Impr ve land and wate quality within the pOlic 

3.3.1 Manage contamination risks within the pori with remediation and risk management 
approaches to address lands and sediments that have been contaminated historically. 

3.3.2 VVmk with agencies, port customers and stakeholders to monitor and assess port uses to 
prevent contamination from port-related activities, and periodically review monitoring and 
assessment practices to ensure they reflect best practice. 

3.3.3 Ensure sediment and soil quality of tenanted sites is maintained or improved from the time 
a site becomes occupied to the time it becomes vacant 

3.3.4 Pursue removal of derelict structures and vessels that pose a hazard to safety and/or the 
environment. 

3.3.5 Ensure that proposed developments and works on port lands include appropriate 
measures to protect water quality and meet best practices for storm water management. 

3.3 .6 Ensure environmental assessments are undertaken for all projects proposed on lands 
and waters managed by Port Metro Vancouver to determine that there are no significant 
adverse environmental effects. 

port metrovancoll v e r.c o m 

Page 12 
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3.4 Promote sustainable practices in design and construction, operations and 
admi nistration in the POi't. 

3.4.1 Promote green infrastructure within the port based on best practices and related standards. 

3.4.2 Encourage port customers to adopt corporate social responsibility and sustainability 
principles into their organizations in a way that integrates social and environmental 
matters into decision making, strategy and operations, in a transparent, accountable and 
economically viable manner. 

3.4.3 Develop sustainability and other guidel ines, as appropriate, to assist in the review of projects 
proposed on lands and waters managed by Port Metro Vancouver. 

l and Use PIa ) Update : Disc ussi on G uide - Phase 3 Stakeho lder Workshop Pa ge 13 
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Port activity and development is a positive 
contributor to local communities and 
First Nations. 

CO TE TSTATE T 

Port Metro Vancouver operates in a complex jurisdictional context. Port lands and waters are located within 16 
municipalities and border the lands of one Treaty First Nation. The Port's jurisdiction also intersects with the 
traditional territories of several other First Nations. While our mission is to support trade in the best interest of all 
Canadians, we recognize that local interests must also be addres~ed. 

Trade activities result in substantial local benefits. For example, there are currently 57,000 jobs in the Lower 
Mainland that rely on the Port, directly and indirectly. Many port jobs are high ~paid - as of 2012, the average 
salary of a port worker is $67,000, which was 50% gl'eater than the average Canadian wage of $44,000. In 
addition to the positive economic impacts of a thriving port, port activity can also provide opportunities for public 
waterfront access and other goals of local communities and First Nations. However, port activity can also present 
cha\lenges for local residents such as noise, traffic congestion and environmental impacts. We do our best to 
address these challenges while ensuring the viability of port businesses. Ultimately, our intent is that the benefils 
for those living and working in this region alongside a successful and growing port far outweigh the impacts. 

p o rtrnetro va ncouv e r . c; o tn 
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Objectives & Policy Directions 

4.1 Generate sustainable local a d national economic benefits through the 
use and development of port lands and waters. 
4.1.1 Support creation and expansion of business activities within the port that provide local 

economic opportunities for Metro Vancouver residents. 

4.1.2 Explore opportunities for employment and contracting within the port for First Nations whose 
traditional territories intersect with the port. 

4.1.3 Encourage industry training initiatives designed to provide necessary skills for workers of 
. businesses operating within the port. 

4.1.4 Maintain a program where a portion of the Port's net income is invested in the communities in 
which the Port operates. 

4a2 nsure p lie ecreatio al opportunities and wa enront access is 
provided ithin the Port in a manner compatible ith port activities and 
he protection of fish an wi ldlife. 

4.2.1 Support the continuation of park use within the port and explore new opportunities for public 
waterfront access and views, where such opportunities would not adversely impact port 
development and operations, introduce safety hazards, or negatively impact fish and wildlife. 

4.2.2 Collaborate with local communities and First Nations to explore opportunities within publicly 
accessible port areas to recognize the historic uses of port lands and waters by Aboriginal 
peoples and early settlers. . 

4.2.3 fv1anage private recreational dock development in a manner that protects the environment 
and supports the public use and enjoyment of foreshore and intertidal areas accessible 
within their communities. . 

4.3 See to minimize t e impac s from p OI' operations and deuelopment on 
local com un~ties an Fi st atio s. 
4.3.1 Ensure potential impacts from new development, such as noise, lighting glare, dust, 

obstructed views, emissions, traffic congestion and disturbances to archaeological deposits 
are identified and appropriately minimized and/or mitigated by administering a comprehensive 
and thorough Project Review Process that solicits and incorporates input from potentially 
affected communities, First Nations and stakeholders, and requires appropriate actions and 
monitoring by project proponents. 

4.3.2 Work with port businesses to develop and implement effective and appropriate solutions 
for minimizing impacts from their on-going operations on adjacent communities and First 
Nations. 

4.3 .3 Develop guidelines based on best practices to assist in identifying and responding to the 
presence of archaeological sites and deposits. 

4.3.4 Consider applicable plans of municipalities, First Nations and other agencies when 
developing Poti plans and strategies. 

Land Use Plan Update: Di sc uss ion Guide - Phase 3 Stakeho lde r Works hops Page r 5 
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Port Metro Vancouver is a leader in 
communication and engagement in 
support of the use and development of 
port laryds and waters. 

CONTE T 51 JE E T 

Port Metro Van couver values working with our neighbouring communities to identify shared interests and to respond 
to concerns about port operations and development. We engage with communities in a variety of ways - through 
liaison groups and ai community events, by supporting the outreach efforts of port industry partners, by building 
solid relationships with local governments and First Nations, and by investing in community amenities. The Port's 
Project Review Process provides a variety of opportunities for public notification and consultation tailored to the 
scope and level of interest in proposed developments. We seek to address issues that arise regarding on-goi'ng 
port operations and proposed developments in a manner that is proactive, reasonable and consistent. In a rapidly 
growing region where urban and port development are in close proximity, the need for strong communication and 
engagement processes will only continue to grow. Port Metro Vancouver is committed to a process of continual 
improvement in how and when it engages communities and stakeholders in the growth and development of our port. 

port m e i r 0 \I a n co LI v e r. c om 
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Objective & Policy Directions 

5.1 rovi e a relevant range of opportunities for communication, consultation 
and engagement that reflects the scale, scope, impacts and community 
interest in the use and development of port lands and waters. 
5.1 .1 Provide current and accessible information on sign ificant development proposals, and work 

towards a system that makes publicly available all development proposals under rel/iew. 

5.1 .2 Periodically review the Project Review Process to. ensure it provides appropriate 
opportunities for consultation and engagement with interested parties. 

5.1.3 Consult with First Nations through the Port's Project Review Process on development 
activities that have the potential to adversely impact Aboriginal or treaty rights. 

5.1.4 Upon acquiring new lands, undertake a consultation process to solicit input from interested 
and affected parties on any potential change of the land use designation applicable to those 
lands as part of a process to amend the Land Use Plan. 

5.1.5 Explore opportunities for establishing agreements with other agencies to guide collaboration 
and engagement on matters of shared interest related to the use and development of port 
lands and waters. 

Lan d Use Plan Update: D iscuss io n ;! uide - Phas e 3 S takeholder lo rkshops Page 17 
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Port Metro Vancouver's jurisdiction, which covers over 600 km of shoreline, has been organized into seven specific 
planning areas for ease of reference. The fol lowing section describes the location, physical characteristics, 
current use, and future challenges and opportunities within each planning area. 

Planning Area 1 : Fraser River - North and Middle Arm 

Planning Area 2: Fraser River - South Arm 

Planning Area 3: Fraser River - Inland Reaches 

Planning Area 4: Burrard Inlet - North Shore 

Planning Area 5: BUlTard Inlet - South Shore 

Planning Area 6: Indian Arm 

Planning Area 7: Roberts Bank 
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Planning rea 1: Fraser iver orth and iddle Arm 
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The North and Middle Arms of the Fraser River extend from the North Arm 
Jetty and Sturgeon Bank to the end of Poplar Island. The area borders 
The University of British Columbia, Vancouver International Airport, the 
municipalities of Vancouver, Richmond, Burnaby and New VVestminster, 
and the reserve lands of the Musqueam Indian Band. 

The North and Middle Arm of the Fraser River consist of domestic and 
local navigation channels, which are relatively shallow in depth. Currently, 
the area is primarily used for log storage, industrial, commercial, 
conservation and recreational uses. 

Future port-related uses in this area will likely continue to include a mix of existing uses with moderate growth 
expected. One of the external challenges facing this planning area include the conversion of existing industrial 
uplands to residential or other non-industrial uses, further limiting the stock of indusirial lands in the area. 

Inning ea 2: raser 
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r - So th rm 
The Fraser River South Arm extends from Sand Heads to west of the 
Port Mann Bridge and is the main area of port activity on the Fraser 
River. The area borders the municipalities of Richmond, Delta, Surrey, 
New Westminster, and Coquitlam. A portion of the South Arm is within 
the Provincia! Head-Lease Area, which consists of Provincial lands and 
waters managed by Port lVietro Vancouver . 

The South Arm of the Fraser River is considered a deep-sea shipping 
channel, with facilities designed to accommodate deep-sea and short­
sea shipping. This includes three deep-sea terminals: Fraser Wharves 
in Richmond and Fraser Surrey Docks in Surrey, both of which handle a 
variety of bulk and break bulk products; and \WJL in New Westminster, 
which specializes in automobiles. The Richmond Logistics Hub also 
provides important warehousing and intermodal capabilities for the area 
and the port in general. In 2012, approximately 27 mil/ion metric tonnes 
of cargo moved through the South Arm. 

In addftion, there is a wide variety of port-related indusirial and commercial 
uses such as ship repair, ship building, marinas, fuelling facilities, log 
storage and river-related commercial activities. Conservation and 
recreation uses also exist throughout this area. 

This area INi!1 continue to be the main hub of shipping and goods 
movement in the Fraser River, with anticipated intensification of use and 
growth in all sectors including bulk, break bulk, liquid bulk and other 
commodities. 

There INil! also be ad~itional pressures from non-port-owned industrial 
lands for water access, particularly as industrial lands in other areas of 
the Port become more limited. 

Like other areas of the Port, the South Arm of the Fraser River is 
also facing the continued conversion of existing industrial uplands io 
residential and other non-industrial uses by neighbouring municipalities. 
This may create the potential to increase conflicts between port-related 
and non-industrial uses in the community. Mitigation measures to lessen 
impacts will need to be considered by municipalities, proponents and 
PMV when looking at port-related and non-port re!ated developments 
in these areas. 

portrn etr ovanCOtiver .colTl 
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la ning r a : Fraser Ri r - Inlan eac s 
The Fraser River Inland Reaches extends east from the Port Mann Bridge to Pitt River and Kanaka Creek in 
Maple Ridge. The area borders the municipalities of Port Coquitlam, Pitt Meadows, Surrey, Township of Langley 
and Maple Ridge, and the reserve lands of the Katzie First Nation and the Kwikwetlem First Nation. 

~r~=:.·~. f i _ ~ 
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The Inland Reaches of the Fraser River consist of domestic and local 
navigation channels, which are relatively shallow in depth. Currently, 
the area is primarily used for log storage, industrial, commercial, 
conservation and recreational uses. Future port-related uses in this 
area will likely continue to include a mix of existing uses. Continued 
conversion of existing industrial uplands to residential or other non­
industrial uses is expected, further limiting the stock of industrial lands 
in the area, 

Planning rea 4: Burrard Inlet orth Shore 
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The North Shore spans from Ambleside Park in West Vancouver to Cates Park in the District of North Vancouver. 
The North Shore Planning Area in the Burrard Inlet borders the District of VI./est Vancouver, the City of North 
Vancouver, the District of North Vancouver and reserve lands of the Squamish Nation and Tsleil-Waututh Nation. 

The North Shore consists of a deep-sea shipping channel and is one of the major trading areas in Port Metro 
Vancouver. In 201 2, the North Shore handled over 22 per cent of all cargo volume through Port Metro Vancouver, 
and remains an integral connection for Canadian exports to overseas markets. It is a critical export gateway 
to the Asia-Pacific region and supports export-based industries, including agriculture, forestry, mining and 
manufacturing in BC, throughout western Canada, and across Canada as a whole. . 

Major terminals and industrial activities in this area include Richardson International, Cargill, Neptune, Lynnterrn, 
Univar Canada, Canexus, Kinder Morgan and Seaspan, moving containers, dry bulk, liquid bulk and break­
bulk products. There are also some industrial and commercial uses I as well as conservation and recreation 
activities in the area. This area is also a main rail line for Canadian Pacific Railway (CPR) and Canadian Nation 
Railway(CN). 

It is anticipated that there .vvill be continued growth of port-related uses in all commodity sectors on the North 
Shore, particularly in dry, liquid and break bulk activities. Further intensification of port-related industrial uses on 
existing sites is likely, particularly as industrial lands in other areas of the Port become more limited and more 
industrial lands in the area are converted to residential and non-industrial uses by adjacent municipalities. 

Due to the close proximity of residential areas to port-related activities, and the continued conversion of 
industrial lands to non-industrial uses in this area, there is a potential for conflicts between port-related and non­
industrial uses in the community to increase. Mitigation measures to lessen impacts will need to be considered 
by municipalities, proponents and PMV when looking at port-related and non-port related developments in 
these areas. 

Current and future investments in rail and road infrastructure, such as Low Level Road, are expected to improve 
access, throughput capacity and efficiencies while lessening impacts from rail noise and traffic generated by 
port-related activities in the community. 

Land Use Plan Up date: Disc rss ion Gui de - Ph ase 3 Stakeho lder Workshops Page 21 
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Spanning from Stanley Park in Vancouver to Port Moody Arm in Port 
Moody, the South Shore Planning Area borders the municipalities of 
Vancouver. Burnaby, Port Moody, and the reseNe lands of the Squamish 
Nation. It also includes the sub-area plan of the East Vancouver Port 
Lands (EVPL), which borders Victoria Drive to Council Road north of 
McGill Street in Vancouver. and which has specific policies related to 
port development in the area. 

The South Shore consists of a deep-sea shipping channel and is one 
of the major trading areas in Port Metro Vancouver. In 2012, the area 

handled approximately 30 million metric tonnes of cargo and over 666,000 cruise passengers. Major terminals 
along the South Shore include Canada Place, Centerm, Vanterm, Ballantyne Cruise Terminal, Cascadia, 
Stanovan, Shellburn, Westridge, Burrard Products Terminal, Pacific Coast Terminals and Kinder Morgan, 
moving cruise passengers, containers and dry, liquid and break bulk materials. The area is also connected to 
the main Canadian Pacific Railway (CPR) corridor and regional truck routes to the rest of Canada. The South 
Shore includes industrial and commercial activities, and a number of conservation and recreational uses and 
waterfront parks. 

It is anticipated that there will be continued growth of port-related uses in all commodity sectors on the South 
Shore, particularly in container, dry bulk and liquid bulk activities and industrial uses. Further intensification of 
port-related industrial uses on existing sites is likely, particularly as industrial lands in other areas of the Port 
become more limited and more industrial lands in the area are converted to residential and non-industrial uses 
by adjacent municipalities. 

Due to the close proximity of residential and commercial areas to port land, there is ongoing potential for 
conflicts between port-related and non-industrial uses. Mitigation measures to lessen impacts will need to 
be considered ' by municipalities, proponents and PMV when looking at port-related and non-port related 
developments in these areas. 

Current and future investments in rail and road infrastructure, such as the South Shore Corridor Pmject and 
other improvement projects, are expected to improve efficiencies and lessen impacts from rail noise and traffic 
generated by port-related activities in the community. 

port metr o v a ncou ver.c om 
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Planning Area 6: Indian Arm 
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Indian Arm is a natural fjord characterized by deep water, steep slopes 
and undeveloped upland forests. The Indian Arm Planning Area borders 
Belcarra, the District of North Vancouver, Electoral Area A, provincial 
park lands and the reserve lands of the Tsleil-Waututh Nation. 

A majority of the upland area in Indian Arm consists of Cates Park, Say 
Nuth Khaw Yum J Indian Arm Provincial Park and Belcarra Regional 
Park. Existing uses include residential moorage facilities, marinas, and 
public wharves. Future port-related uses in this area will likely continue 
to be limited, mainly consisting of a mix of commercial, recreational and 
conservation uses. 

Planning Area 7: oberts Bank 
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The Roberts Bank Planning Area extends into the Strait of Georgia from 
the foreshore of Delta and the T savwo/assen First Nations lands. Port 
faciHties in this area consist of a 105 hectare man-made land mass and 
causeway built by the federal government in the 1970s and expanded 
in the 19805, 

Roberts Bank is one of the main trading areas of Port Metro Vancouver, 
consisting of the Portis largest bulk facility, VVestshore Terminals and 
the Port's largest container terminal, Deltaport. In 2012, over 38 million 
metric tonnes of container and bulk cargo flowed through Roberts Bank. 
It is served by a rail and road system that connects to major regional, 
national and United States highway systems. 

The Roberts Bank Planning Area is anticipated to undergo significant growth over the next 10 years as part 
of PMV's Container Capacity Improvement Program, a long-term strategy to meet anticipated growth in 
container capacity demand. This includes investments into many road and rail improvement projects, as well 
as the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 project, which will expand the existing Oeltaport container terminal. Furthor 
intensification of port-related activities and uses will also likely to continue at the existing site, The Roberts 
Bank Rail corridor upgrade.s will also improve efficiency while decreasing congestion and other community 
impacts. 

land Use Plan Update; Disc lIs si on G uide - Phase 3 Stakeho lder Wo rkshop s Page 23 
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® For complete maps, refer to the Draft Designation 
~ Maps document at http:LLtinyurl.com/n4it2e5 

CO TEXT 

Since 2008, Port Metro Vancouver's existing Land Use Plan ,has been a consolidation of three land use plans 
from the former Vancouver Port Authority, North Fraser Port Authority and the Fraser POli Authority. Each plan 
had its own set of designations, definitions and policies which were developed over many years and which are 
now in need of an update. One of the main objectives of our current Land Use Plan update is to create a set of 
land and water use designations that are clear and consistent across the Port's jurisdiction. 

Currently, the Port has a mixture of over 15 designations, some of which are based on the Area Designations 
as established by the Fraser River Estuary Managemerit Plan (FREMP). To create a consistent set of land and 
water designations, there are now eight draft designations proposed, each with a specific intent and list of 
uses. Below is the list of the draft designations and their intent. 

Draft Designation 
Port Terminal 

: Industrial 

Commercial 

Log Storage & Barge 
Moorage 

:PortWater 

Recreation 

ConservatioJ;1 

Special Study Area 

. . -
Areas primarily designated for deep-sea and marine terminals which 
ha'ndle a variety of c.ommodities including autos, break-bulk, dry-bulk, 
liquid bulk, containers and passengers. This includes use.s that support 

• sli"!ppinJj, transportation and the handlin!;J of goods and passengers. 

Areas primarily designated for industrial uses in support of port opera­
tions and marine support services. This includes uses that support 
shipping, transportation and the handling of goods. 

Areas primarily designateQ for commercial uses related to por:t or marine 
support services, tourism related businesses, transportation of passen­
gers, and the handling and storage of goods. 

Areas primarily designated for log storage and associated activities. 

Applies't,o open water ~nd foreshore areas 'adjaqmt to Port and non­
Port lands primarily .for sh~peing am:! navlsatio~. 

Areas primarily designated for public recreational use. 

. Areas primarily designated for habitat conservation. enhancement, res­
_ , toration, creaUon and off-setting ... and may b~ publicly accessible. 

Areas that require additional study, consultation and planning to deter-
mine future use ' 

portrnetrovancollver.com 
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TABLE OF SPECIFIC USES 

Below is a table indicating Primary and Ancillary Uses, Secondary Uses and Conditional Uses for each of the 8 
draft designations. Please note that the uses listed are not intended to be an exhaustive list. They highlight the 
common uses that are currently operating in the port. All developments and activit ies proposed within PMV's 
jurisdiction are subject to PMV review and approval I and must be consistent with port-related uses permitted 
under the Canada Marine Act and PMV's Letters Patent. 

DEFINITIONS 
Primary Use is a use that is considered to be the main and preferred use within a specific designation. Ancillary 
uses are considered to be supplementary to a primarj use and may be permitted if in conjunction with a primary 
use. 

Secondary Uses are related to the primary use permitted within a specific designation. Secondary uses may 
be permitted vvithout an existing primary use on the site. 

Conditional Uses may be permitted subject to specific regulations or policies and/or may be permitted on an 
interim or temporary basis. 

Primary and Ancillar.y Use 

Te~inals for autos, bulk, break 
): '? . 

btdk'. J.iquid ~ufk. containers, 
"crui~e and passengers. . 
U'se reJat~ to the shipping; 
1iansporlation~d the handling 
of g~dd,s arid ~assengers. 

• Intermodal yards 
• Marine support services 
• Warehousing 
• Materials processing 
• Uses related to the shipping, 

transportation and handling of 
goods. 

Land Use Pla n Update: Di scus si on G ui de - Phase 3 Stakehold er Work sho ps 
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SPECIFIC POLICIES ON ALLOWABLE & CONDITIO AL USES 

ALLOWABLE USES IN ALL DESIGNATIONS 

Allowable uses are generally permitted in all designations, subject to PMV review, approvals and applicable 
policies. 

Conservation: Conservation uses such as the use of lands and water for habitat conservation, 
restoration, creation, enhancement and offsetting are permitted in all designations where compatible 
with primary and secondary uses. 

Parking: Vehicle or truck parking is permitted in all land-based designations on a permanent or 
temporary basis, where compatible with primary and secondary uses on the site. 

Utilities & Telecommunications: Utilities and telecommunication uses are pelmitted in all designations 
where compatible with the primary and secondary uses on the site. 

CONDITIONAL USES 

Conditional uses are only allowable in specific designations, and may be subject to specific regulations, policies 
and procedures established by the Port. All conditional uses are subject to PMV review and approvals. 

Log Storage & Barge Moorage: Log storage and barge moorage are permitted in Industrial and 
Conservation designated areas where they are compatible with the primary use of the site. 

Private Recreational Docks: Private recreational docks (single or shared) may be permitted in the 
Port VI/ater designation and in certain locations within PMV's jurisdiction and must be associated with 
a residential upland use or with the consent of the upland owner/municipality. All private recreational 
docks will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis and subject to PMV's recreational dock policies and 
guidelines. 

Public Recreation Areas & Uses: Public recreation areas and uses such as public wharves, viewing 
platforms, trails, and pathways may be permitted in areas where they are considered to be a safe and 
compatible use with the primary or secondary use of the site. 

Tourism Related Businesses: Tourism related businesses such as restaurants, hotels, retail shops, 
and entertainment services may be permitted in Port Terminal, Commercial and Recreation designated 
areas and only in specific locations within the Port's jurisdiction in accordance with PMV's Letters Patent, 
and must be compatible with the primary use of the site. 

Float Homes: New or relocated float homes are only permitted in specific areas of the Fraser River, 
adjacent to existing authorized float homes, and within established maximum numbers. 

Pag e 26 
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Overview of Draft Designation 
Changes 

BACKGROU D 

This section provides an overview of the draft designation changes that are being considered for land -and water 
areas within the PMV's jurisdiction, and outlines the changes from former legacy port authority designations 
(legacy designations) to the draft designations. The draft designations provided are a preliminary step in 
creating a comprehensive land and water designation map set for the Port. In April and May of 2013 1 we asked 
key municipal stakeholders, regional, provincial and federal agencies to provide early input into the existing 
legacy designations and identify any major areas of concern. This first version of the Draft Designation Maps is 
the result of reviewing key stakeholder recommendations and input from PMV staff. 

We consider these draft designation maps a work in progress, and we look forward to additional comments 
from stakeholders, tenants, customers, and First Nations during the consultation period to assist us in further 
refining land and water use designations to be incorporated into the Land Use Plan. 

This is the first comprehensive review and update of land and water designations to take place within the Port 
for over a decade. The North Fraser and Fraser River Port Authority Land Use Plans used a mixture of FREMP 
Area Designations and their own policies in determining land and water uses in the Fraser River. In certain 
areas, legacy designations were inconsistent with FREMP Area Designations and existing uses were never 
reflected or updated in those plans. Meanwhile in the Vancouver Port Authority Land Use Plan, a different set of 
designations were used with different definitions and objectives. There were also some mapping inconsistencies 
that needed review and correction. 

OBJECTIVES 

Given the varying mix of designations and inconsistencies that currently exists in the Port due to the amalgamation 
of three legacy port authority land use plans, the proposed designation changes you see in the Draft Designation 
Maps are mainly the result of four main objectives: 

1. Designations should be consistent throughout the Portis jurisdiction whether it is in the Burrard Inlet or the 
Fraser River; , 

2. Designations should be clear and consistent with existing or intended primalY uses of a site; 

3. Designations should provide flexibility to accommodate existing or intended secondary and conditional 
uses on a site; 

4. Where possible, designations should be compatible with existing upland uses and Fraser River Estuary 
Management Program (FREMP) Area Designations. 

Land Use Plan Updat e: DisCLl ssio n Guid e - Phase 3 S takeh o del' Wo rkshop s Page 27 
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SUMMARY OF DRAFT DESIG AllO CHANGES 

General designation changes included: 

Deleting duplicate categol'ies of designations: There '..vere a total of 161egacy designations, 
which were reduced to eight in order to create one set of defined draft designations. 

Eliminating overlapping designations: .The legacy land use plans included overlapping 
designations for some sites. Sites are now assigned a single draft designation, based on their 
existing or intended primary use. 

Ensuring consistent designation: Assigned draft designations that are consistent with 
existing or intended future uses 

Ensuring all sites are designated: All sites were reviewed to determine their primary use or 
assigned a Special Study Area draft designation. 

Legacy Designation 

Port Marine Land I 
Port Marine Water 

Port Water 

Page 28 

Overview of Changes 

• These legacy designations included port terminal and marine industrial 

• 

1!Ises •. 

• This legacy designation applied to open water and foreshore areas. 
• Areas with Port Water legacy designation are now generally assigned 

the draft designation of Port Water with similar intended uses. 

These legacy designations were intended for areas with fisheries or 
wildlife habitat conservation or enhancement. 
Areas with the Conservation legacy designation are now generally 
assigned the draft designation of Conservation that reflect similar 
intended uses. . 
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'"N':orth Fraser and Fraser River Port AuthoritY Legac'y 'Designations 

Legacy Designation Overview of Changes 

Wese legacy ciesi@atidns ~pplied tp are-as ~ith good.l~nd 
tra:nsPGr1~tibn· ce{1n~tien, which. wer~ adjacent to suffiei.ent upJari'd 
space for terminal development. I' , 

Areas with Port/TermitVll Legaoy desig}ia{icms are noW gene[aJly 
,assigneg -the dr~tt design~~iqn' o~ Terroinal witJI !l q~flJ1fia set o~ 
prima 'seconda and ,conditional ' uses. ' 

-----------------~ 

This legacy designation was intended for areas designated for 
Commercial residential use (e.g. float homes) and/or for amenities supporting 

urban/commercial activities on adjacent uplands. 
Areas with Water-Orientated Residential/Commercial legacy 
designations are now generally assigned the draft designation of 
Commercial to reflect the existing or intended primary use (i.e. 
marinas, marinas for float homes). 
Float homes are now considered a proposed conditional use subject 
to specific PMV policies and allowances under PMV's Letters Patent 

Th'is legaey'designat(on'was intended;foll moorage of small erafts. 
Areas with Small ,Craft Moorage eJesjgnation arie now generally 
assign~d fhe draft cdesignatipn' of Poftl Water<that allows indjvidual 

rivals re • raatronal oeirage. 

This legacy designation was intended for areas adjoining public open 
space uplands designated for recreational or other park uses. 

• Areas with the Recreation/Park legacy designations are now generally 
assigned the draft designation of Recreation to capture all intended 
public recreational uses. 

Thfs Jegacy.desigmitr.on was' jnte~ded, 01; area~ wi ~ fqgtiltorag~/aod ' 
ba'i;g~ moorage operations, ' 

f\re?'f> 'fit~ fhe c'(;m~er:'atj,o~ Ie;!!)apy. desi~ ~tfon a;e:no\y getl~(~y , 
aS~lgned tlte tG'raft aeslQnalion of. ConservC}tton thpt Fefle~s sirmlar ' 
inter:ldecl uges.~ I ' ~ , • 

__ ..n.3 

This legacy designation did not have an intended primary or 
secondary use. 
Areas with the Undetermined legacy designation are now generally 
assigned draft designations that reflect the existing or intended 
primary use of the site, or where warranted, assigned the proposed 
designation of Special Study Area if determined further study and 
consultation is required to determine the primary use of the site. 

Lan d Use Pla n Update : Dis cussi on Guide - PI ase 3 Stakeh older Worksh ops Page 29 
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SUM ARY OF DRAFT DESIGNATIO CHANGES, BY PLANNING AREA 

Planning Area Overview of Changes 

Changes ptopo.sed, m~in[y Gensisling of ,a.reposea des"gnat(ons 
, rthat r~f1ect t~e ~xisting or ·lnten~ed p~mary uses en a 'si!e (proposeGJ 

desighati(')ns of Inify:stri'al and 1.;09 Storage ana 8 'arge Mo.oragE(, 
, :-and ·a lesS'er e>d'eJ\t. CommerCial, IReereatron' and ConserVation 

c:lestgnatiqns). 
lAdWtion €If ro 

No. 2: Fraser River - South Arm. Changes proposed, mainly consisting of proposed designations 
that reflect the existing or intended primary uses on a site (proposed 
designations of Port Terminal, Industrial and Log Storage and 
Barge Moorage, Commercial and to a lesser extent, Recreation and 
Conservation designations). 

• Addition of proposed Terminal and Special Study Area designated 

areas. 

Minor changes proposed, mainly consisting of proposed Commercial 
and Industrial designations to better reflect the existing and intended 
primary uses of sites towards the northern part of Indian Arm. 

~-----------~~~~~i:~~~·~-----·-
No ' changes pte'pose,d. 

po rt m etrova n co 1I ver, co m 
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Draft Designation aps are available for download at: 
http://tinyurl.com/n4jt2e5 

Draft designation maps are available at the link provided above. Please refer to these maps for site-specific 
draft designations, including a list of changes. The document consists of over 90 pages of 11 x17 inch-sized 
maps. The maps should be used in conjunction with this discussion guide and the feedback forms. 

'fD- ' ." Land Use Plan Update ""ase 3 
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Area Designation: 

Break Bulk Cargo: 

Bulk Cargo : 

Canada Marine Act: 

Dry Bulk Cargo: 

An agreement between individual municipalities and member agencies of the 
Fraser River Estuary Management Plan (FREMP) on foreshore and water uses for 
specific reaches in the Fraser River estuary. 

Generalized cargo that is not containerized but are bundled. Typical break bulk 
cargos include goods such as lumber, steel, pulp and machinery. 

Unpackaged goods shipped in bulk carriers. 

The Federal legislation introduced to make the system of Canadian ports 
competitive, efficient and commercially oriented by providing ior the establishment 
of port authorities and the divesture of certain harbours and ports. 

Dry cargo that is poured or placed into ships in bul~ such as grain, sulphur, coal 
and minerals. 

Environmental Stewardship:Working to promote sustainable practices and contribute to the overall ecological 
health of the region. 

Foreshore Area: 

FREMP: 

Gateway: 

Intermodal: 

Jurisdiction: 

Land Use Plan: 

Letters Patent: 

Liquid Bulk: 

Those lands located between the ordinary or mean high water mark and the 
ordinary or mean low water mark. 

Fraser River Estuary Management Program. The program office was closed on 
March 31, 2013 due to changes in the mandates of partner organizations. 

Gateways are points of entry into major trading regions. Corridors such as the 
North Fraser connect gateways as directly and efficiently as possible. 

The shipment of cargo by means of multiple interconnected methods including rail, 
water, air and road. 

A defined area which a government or its agent is empowered to administer and 
regulate. 

PMV's vision and policies for the growth and development of lands and waters 
under its··jurisdiction over the next 10 .. 15 years. 

The letters patent establishing PMV describe the navigable waters that are within 
the Port Authority's jurisdiction; the federal properly under the management of 
the Port Authority; and the real property other than federal real property, held or 
occupied by the Port Authority. The letters patent also outline the activities of the 
Port Authority and possible subsidiaries. 

Cargo Liquid cargo that is poured or pumped into ships such as crude petroleum, 
refined petroleum, edible oils and petrochemicals. 

Marine Support Services: Marine related works such as ship-building, ship repair and fabrication, marine 
services and supplies. 

Moorage: 

Navigation: 

Planning Areas: 

PMV: 

Page 32 

A place where marine vessels such as vessels or barges can anchor or tie up. 

In the context of this plan, responsibility for navigation refers to the Port Authority's 
responsibility to ensure the effective and efficient movement of vessels within its 
jurisdiction. 

Geographical division of land/water that faBs within PMV's authority. 

Port Metro Vancouver 
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Port 2050: 

Project Review Process: 

Throughput: 

Upland: 

VFPA: 

Water Lot: 

Strategic visioning process to help guide future business priorities, shape 
new initiatives and ultimately transform every aspect of Port Metro Vancouver's 
operations. 

Port Metro Vancouver's process for reviewing land use and development 
proposals within its jurisdiction. 

The movement of cargo and passengers through a marine terminal over a given 
period of time. 

Land above the high-water mark, adjacent to PMV land or water. 

Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - Legal name of the Port Authority resulting from 
the combination of the Fraser River Port Authority, North Fraser Port Authority and 
Vancouver Port Authority in 2008. VFPA operates as Port Metro Vancouver. 

A property that is wholly or partially covered by water. 

Land Use Pl an Update : D iscuss ion G uide - Phase 3 Stake holder Wo rkshop s Page 33 
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o 
The Canada Marine Act requires every Canadian port authority to have a land use plan that 
contains objectives and policies for the physical development of the property it manages. 
Port Metro Vancouver's (PMV's) current Land Use Plan is a compilation of three separate 
plans from each of the region's former -port authorities that amalgamated in 2008 to form 
Port Metro Vancouver. 

In January 2012, Port Metro Vancouver began a two-year, four-phase process to update its 
Land Use Plan. The new Plan has the' following objectives: 

• Guide the physical development of the Port; 
• Provide direction to PMV staff when reviewi'ng development proposals; 
• Assist tenants and customers in identifying areas to locate or expand their operations 

and investments; 
• Facilitate coordination of land 'use and transportation planning with external 

agencies; 
• Provide neighbouring residents with greater clarity about activities and uses that 

may occur on PMV lands; and 
• Communicate PMV's intentions of growing in an environmentally, economically and 

socially responsible manner. 

Although the Canada Marine Act requires only one public open house as part of the land use 
planning proc~ss, Port Metro Vancouver has chosen to extensively involve the community, 
First Nations, and stakeholders in order to create a more thoughtful and inclusive plan. As 
of December 2012, the Port had organized eight stakeholder workshops, three First Nations 
workshops and six public open houses, plus many more separate meetings with individual 
agencies and stakeholders. More events will be taking place in 2013. 

In the first phase of the process, between January and July 2012, PMV sought input from 
stakeholders, customers, First Nations, and members of the public to share inFormation and 
identify topics that mattered most as we moved forward in updating the plan. This 
information was then combined in Phase 2 with further research into best practices to 
develop draft goals, objectives and policy directions which would guide the development of 
the Port. Phase 2 of the process ran between August and November 2012, with First Nations 
consultation cont.inuing until early 2013. 

Phase 2 Consultation Summary Report Page 2 
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During the Phase 2 consultations, Port Metro Vancouver went back to stakeholders, First 
Nations and the community to get feedback on the draft goals, objectives, and policy 
directions. Activities in this phase included: 

• three stakeholder workshops 
• First Nations engagement 
• th"ree public open houses 
• an online/paper feedback form 
• PortTalk, an online engagement forum 

additional written submissions and comments, as received 

The following report outlines the consultation process followed -during Phase 2 of Port Metro 
Vancouver's Land Use Plan process, and summarizes the input gat~ered for the draft goals, 
objectives and pojicy directions. Discussions during the workshops, meetings with First 
Nations, open houses, and input from the feedback forms- have been collated in order to 
highlight common, cross-cutting themes. 

The Appendix contains the transcribed flip chart notes from the workshop, the complete 
quantitative and qualitative results of the feedback form, and the open house display 
boards. Submissions received from agencies have also been included in the Appendix and 
incorporated into the following summary. -

Phase 2 Consultation Summary Report Page 3 
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Three stakeholder workshops were held in Phase 2. The objectives of the workshops were 
to: 

• Report on activities and input received to date from Phase 1 
• Present and gather feedback on draft goals, objectives and policy directions 

Describe next steps in Land Use Plan process 

All workshops followed the same format. They started with presentations on the Land Use 
Plan objectives, process and findings to date, followed by a review of the draft goals, 
objectives and policy directions. Participants then had two opportunities to take part in 
detailed break-out discussions on two of the draft goal areas. Those who wished to discuss 
all four goal areas were invited to attend a second workshop. 

Participants were also encouraged to provide more detailed feedback on the draft goals, 
objectives and policy directions through the feedback forms, which were se"nt out online and 
in hard copy. For the purpose of this summary, comments on specific policy directions were 
reviewed in conjunction with the comments made on policy directions in the feedback form. 
The workshops adhered to the following agenda: 

9:00 am Welcome 

9:05 am Introductory presentation 

9:20 am Draft goals ~nd objectives 

9:30 am Introduction to small table 
discussions 

9:40 am Small table discussion - Session 1 

10:20 am Small table discussion - Session 2 

11:1Oam Plenary: Reports from tables 

11:40 am Complete and submit feedback forms 

The workshops were held at the following times and locations: 

• October 24, 2012, 9 - 12 pm 
Delta Town and Country Inn 

• October 3D, 2012, 9 - 12 pm 
Old Mill Boathouse, Port Moody 

• November 6, 2012, 9 - 12 pm 
BClT Downtown Campus, Vancouver 

Phase 2 Consultation Summary Report Page 4 
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Workshop Participation 

A total of 119 stakeholders attended the three workshops, representing the following 84 
organizations: ' 

• ADESA Vancouver • Fra'ser Surrey Docks 
• Against'Port Expansion • Georgia Straight 
• Ashcroft Terminal • Georgia Strait Alliance 
• Boundary Bay Conservation • Greater Vancouver Gateway 

Coalition Council 
• BC Ministry of Agriculture • Hapag-Lloyd 
• BC Ministry of Environment • Hemmera 
• BC Ministry of Transportation and • High Water Ventures Ltd. 

Infrastructure Hwlitsum First Nation 
BC Nature • ILWU Canada 

• Berezan Management (BC) Ltd. • Kingfisher Docks & Boats Inc. 
• BIEAP-FREMP • Lafarge Canada Inc. 
• BNSF Railway • Metro Vancouver 
• Burke Mountain ' Naturalists • Mill & Timber 
• Burrard Inlet Marine Enhancement • MLA, Port Moody - Coquitlam 

Society • Nature Vancouver 
• Burrard Yacht Club • Neptune Terminals , 
.. Burrardview Community • North Shore Waterfront Liaison 

Association Committee 
• Canadian Marine Environment • Pacific Coast Marina Ltd 

Protection Society/Marine Life • Pacific Salmon Foundation 
Sanctuaries Society • Pacific Wildlife Foundation 

• Canpotex • Rabbit River Farms 
• Catalyst Pulp and Paper Sales Inc. Reed Point Marina 
• CBRE Limited • Residential Waterlot Leaseholders 
• City of Burnaby Association 
• City of Coquitlam • Richmond Chamber of Commerce 

City of New Westminster ., Scotiabank 
City of Pitt Meadows • South Fraser Action Network 

• City of Port Moody • Shato Holdings 
• City of Richmond .. Southern Railway of BC 
.. City of Surrey • Teck Resources 
• City of Vancouver • Trans Mount~in Expansion Project 
• City Transfer TransLink 
• CN • Transport Canada 
• Corporation of Delta • T$I Terminal Systems Inc. 

David Suzuki Foundation • Univar Canada 
• Delta Chamber of Commerce .. Vancouver Pile Driving 
• Delta Farmers' Institute • Variety Marine Services Ltd . 
• Delta Port Committee .. West Coast Reduction Ltd . 

Delta South Constituency Office • Western Stevedoring 
• District of North Vancouver Wharf St. Committee 
• Emerson Real Estate Group 
• Eric Vance & Associates 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada .. Forrest Marine Ltd . 
• FortisBC 
• Fraser River Pile & Dredge . -........ - ---. '''- - -... ....... _.,.. . ... . ... , . ..... .. , ... .. . ...... _ .......... .. '_I_ " _"~ ,._ .. a . _ . a-.o . ........ _ ..... , .... ~.~ .......... ..... ~ .- ... - -_ .. _-_ ..... - - ......... - -- ........ _ . ....... - ~ ....... _ .. _ .... - ._ ....... .... - ..... -... 
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Three public open houses were held for the general public, following the completion of the 
stakeholder workshops . At these events, community members were invited to review the 
draft goals, objectives and policy directions, engage with PMV planning staff about these 
materials, and fill in the feedback form. 

The open houses were held at the following times and locations: 

• Thursday November 15, 2012, 4 - 7 pm 
Brighouse Elementary School, Richmond 

Saturday November 17, 2012, 1 - 4 pm 
Coast Tsawwassen Inn, Delta 

• Tuesday November 20, 2012, 4 - 7 pm 
John Braithwaite Community Centre, North Vancouver 

The events were adyertised In the following newspapers: 

• Vancouver Sun: Tuesday November 6, 2012 
• Delta Optimist: Wednesday November 7,2012 
• North Shore News: Friday November 9, 2012 

Richmond Review: Friday November 9, 2012 
• New Westminster: Friday November 9, 2012 
• Vancouver Courier: Friday November 9, 2012 
• Tri City News: Friday November 9, 2012 
• Burnaby Now: Friday November 9, 2012 

The open house,s were also advertised by email.Twitter. PortTalk, and the PMV website. 

Feedback from the open houses was generally in the form of notes taken by Port Metro 
Vancouver staff based on conversations with attendees, as well as the feedback forms. The 
results have been incorporated into the following summary. 

Participants were invited to fill in feedback forms on the proposed materials, either online or 
by completing a survey at the event. 
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Port Metro Vancouver invited Lower Mainlqnd First Nations with asserted traditional 
territories that intersect the lands and waters managed by the Port to participate in the 
Land Use Plan Update process. 

In Phase 2, Port Metro Vancouver invited First Nations to review the document entitled, 
"Closing the Loop", which Included a report of activities and ' input received from Phase 1. 
First Nations were also asked to review draft goals, objectives and policy directions and 
submit comments to PMV. 

To help facilitate First Nations' review of these documents, Port Metro Vancouver offered to 
meet with First Nations individually in order to present the Land Use Plan objectives, 
process and findings to date, and the draft goals, objectives and policy directions. 

A total of 8 meetings took place with First Nations in Phase 2 between November 2012 and 
March 2013, and Port Metro Vancouver received written comments from 4 First Nations. 
Comments provided included specific feedback on the individual goals, objectives and policy 
directions as well as general comments on the Land Use Plan content and process. 

Participants in Phase 2 include: Tsleil-Waututh First Nation, Tsawwassen First Nation, 
Kwikwetlem First Nation, Qayqayt First Nation, Musqueam Indian Band, Squamish Nation, 
Tsawwassen First Nation, and the Cowichan Nation Alliance. 

PortTalk.ca 

Port Metro Vancouver launched the Land Use Plan on PortTalk.ca in Phase 2. PortTalk is the 
Port's new onlin.e engagement platfonn, which provides a convenient way for people to find 
information and provide feedback on a~tive Port-led consultations. 

PortTalk provided opportunities for online Q&A and encouraged viewers to fill in the 
feedback form. It also advertised all workshops and open houses, as well as provided access 
to resource materials. 

Twitter 

PMV actively promoted the Land Use Plan feedback form, stakeholder workshops and open 
houses on Twitter. Twenty-two tweets on the Land Use Plan were posted by PMV between 
October 30 and November 3D, 2012. 

o MS 
In order to obtain specific input and gauge the community's level of agreement on draft 
goals, objectives, and poliCY directions, Port Metro Vancouver invited all stakeholders and 
community members to complete a feedback form on the draft materials. The feedback 
form was available online·from November 6, 2012 to November 3D, 2012. Feedback forms 
were also distributed at stakeholder workshops and during open houses as a primary vehicle 
for getting input on Phase 2 materials. 

The feedback forms asked respondents to rank, on a scale from 1 to 5 (1 = strongly 

...... .. .. .. <?.PJ~<?.s~; ? ... ~ .~.~!<?!:,.g!y :~~.p.p<?.r.n~. ~,~ ,~ . ..I.~y~l. ~.o ... ~.0,i.~~ ... t~.~Y,~ .. ~ . .P1=!9.~~d .. ~.a~_h .. 9. <?9.I.~ .. 9~j~~~iy~ .. ~!! .~ . . 
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policy direction. They also provided space for respondents to provide comments or 
suggested revisions. 

122 individuals began and 77 completed the feedback!' forms, resulting in a completion rate 
of 63%. The complete results of the feedback forms can be found in the Appendix, although 
the overall summary of results has been incorporated into the following section of this 
document. Respondents identified themselves in the following groups (not all respondents 
chose to answer this question): 

Community Association or Port Liaison Committee representative 

Environmental, community, or special interest group 

Federa l government or agency representative 

First Nations representative 

I ndustry or business association member 

Interested community member 

Municipal government representative 

Provincial government or agency representative 

Tenant and/ or customer 30 

Number 

11 

16 

o 
1 

10 

29 

10 

2 

22 

When asked which land use plan events they had attended, respondents indicated that they 
had attended th.e following events. Note that because not all workshop attendees completed 
a feedback form, the numbers in the following table are lower than the figures for event 
attendance. 

Stakeholder Workshop - October 24, 2012 - Delta 

Stakeholder Workshop - October 30, 2012 - Port Moody 

Stakeholder Workshop - November 6, 2012 - Vancouver 

Open House - November 15, 2012 

Open House - November 17, 2012 

Open House - November 20, 2012 

I did not attend any events 

Phase 2 Consultation Summary Report 
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The following is a summary of comments received from stakeholders, First Nations, and the 
public on the draft goals, objectives and policy directions as part of Phase 2 of Port Metro 
Vancouver's Land Use Plan update process. 

2. - OAll 
The Port facilitates expected growth in Canada's trade while preparing for 
anticipated transitions in the global economy. 

The question of growth and future planning received a great deal of attention, and was in 
fact a polarizing topic for many participants. While everyone agreed that planning for the 
future was important, the specifics of what that future should be, and how PMV should 
facilitate it, was much debated. Some felt that Port Metro Vancouver should antiCipate the 
business needs of industry to create a more stable and secure economy, while others 
questioned PMV's growth projections and argued that growth needed to be reduced or 
stopped to ensure that social and environmental interests are not compromised. 

Participants felt that it was important t9 balance competing interests, and nowhere was this 
more evident than in the discussions around preserving industrial land and protecting 
agricultural I~md. Although industrial land - especially the kind which can be used for port 
activity - is in short supply, participants were concerned that PMV was not being specific 
about the type of land which it might acquire to support port growth and activity. 
Agricultural land was seen by many as being threatened by port expansion. A frequently 
voiced perspective was that agricultural lands should not be used for port expansion. 

PartiCipants also felt that the Port should focus on efficiency by making best use of what is 
already available, intenSifying operations within existing port lands, and ensuring that uses 
and facilities are complementary. Within this goal, Objective 1.2, "Optimize the use of 
existing port lands. and waters," received the most support, as many felt that promoting 
more efficient use of existing port lands should be the priority. Creating hubs for similar 
activities and upgrading infrastructure were common suggestions. Rail infrastructure was 
seen as particularly important. Some partiCipants recommended that the Port explore 
potential options to utilize lands and facilities off the waterfront or outside its jurisdiction to 
support port a<;tivity and reduce the need for the Port to acquire new land. First Nations felt 
that all proposed new port developments need to be complementary to existing use of land 
and water, including for traditional activities. 

However, some particip~nts felt that the word "optimize" needed to be ~xpanded and 
clarified, as its implications were somewhat unclear. Some were also concerned about the 
effects of intensification on the surrounding community and the environment. 

Objective 1.3, "Ensure the availability of suitable lands within the region for future port­
related use," received a mixed reaction, with a roughly even split between respondents who 
were in support and respondents who were opposed. Most of the concerns centered on the 
impact of port expansion on the environment, local communities, and the supply of 
agricultural land. Concern was also expressed that the Port would develop and act on its 
plans without regard for municipal, regional, or First Nation plans. 

Objective 1.4, "Lead the port community in responding to economic trends and . 
opportunities that will affect the growth and development of the Port," and most of its · 

_ ~ .. .. ..... , ?s.s~)~ia,t~9" p~li~y .. d.i, rec~~o_~~~ _w_~r~ .g.en~r~.lIy',,~~'ppo.rt~~.: ... , . .... . . _ .. _ .. .. __ . _ ... _ _ .... . 

Phase 2 Consultation Summary Report Page 9 \ 



PLN - 150

Policy 1.1.3, "Collaborate with local, regional and provincial governments to improve the 
compatibility of port and adjacent land uses· across jurisdictional boundaries/' was well 
received. However, respondents wanted more clarity on exactly who Pf'.1V would collaborate 
with and how it would be done. There was also a call for more genuine colla~oratlon and 
engagement with the community. Greater clarity was needed on the level of coordination 
already in place and on how the Port will interact with local, provincial, and federal agencies 
in the future. 

The Port is a leader in ensuring the safe and efficient movement of port-related 
trade and passengers throughout the region. · 

Stakeholders felt that it was important to support the supply chain by creating the 
necessary infrastructure and continuing to coordinate effectively with other agencies. They 
supported strong safety standards, including emergency planning and spill response at 
terminals and in .the harbour. 

Balancing competing interests was also a major theme, in terms of balancing the national 
interest to move goods, weighed against the local interests and community impacts. 
Participants were concerned that fulfilling this goal would come at the expense of the 
environment and quality of life. They wanted guarantees that the environment would be 
well protected against the effects of port operations. Railvyays were preferred over roads 
and trucks to handle the growth in goods movement to and from the port. 

Collaboration and coordination with other agencies were particularly important in this area, 
as Port Metro Vancouver has no authority over transportation corridors outside of its 
jurisdiction. It was noted that the many of the objectives within this goal complemented 
those of the wider region. 

In terms of the goal statement itself, participants felt that more clarity was needed in the 
definition of the "region" impacted by goods movement as well as the composition of the 
"passengers" referenced in the goal. . 

There was general support for Objective 2.1, "Improve operational efficiencies of 
transportation modes serving the Port." Participants supported initiatives that would reduce 
truck traffic and promote rail and short-sea shipping. However, some were concerned that 
efficient goods movement would take place at the expense of wildlife habitat and the 
envi~onment. It was noted that collaboration would be key to fulfilling this objective, as the 
Port has limited power over transportation corridors outside of its jurisdiction. 

Corresponding policies within 2:1 were well supported, although some participan'ts 
questioned the increased use of waterways for transport. First Nations were specifically 
concerned about the potential impacts on fisheries. Most people supported Policy 2.1.5, 
"Work with customers, stakeholders, First Nations and local communities to identify 
operational improvements to mitigate noise, congestion, air emissions and other impacts 
arising from port-related activities." However, First Nations identified the need to 
implement measures to regulate and enforce water and sediment quality. Overall, 
respondents felt that these policy directions needed to be more specific and consistent in 
the Identification of which stakeholders PMV would collaborate with, and how. Respondents 
also urged using strong, speciFic targets to help gauge success. 

P.hase 2 Consultation Summary Report Page 10 
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Participants agreed on the importance of enhancing infrastructure, as identified in Objective 
2.2, \\Protect and enhance transportation corridors and infrastructure critical to moving 
goods and passengers through the Port," but were concerned about the effect this may have 
on the environment and local communities. They urged more focus on efficiency and 
collaboration. Clarity was also needed on the implications of certain words, such as "protect" 
and \\enhan~e". In addition, participants felt that "passengers" needed to be defined. 

Objective 2.3, "Ensure the safe and secure movement of goods and passengers through the 
Port," was strongly supported. Safety was· a high priority for respondents l especially 
emergency planning, terminal security, and spill response. Some pOinted out the effects of 
goods movement on traffic congestion and road safety In the region, while others noted a 
desire to monitor the types of commodities that are traded th.rough the region in hopes that 
it may support safer movement of goods, Within the corresponding policy directions, 
respondents requested more clarity on what constitutes "best practices" and who is 
ultimately responsible for emergency response. 

p~ . 3 
The Port is a global leader among ports in the environmental stewardship of the 
lands and waters it manages. 

Participants agreed with the overall intent and tone of the environmental goal, objectives 
and policy directions. However, many felt that they were too open-ended and needed more 
detail to be impactful. Workshop participants argued that the Port should move from the 
position of encouraging to requiring environmental best practices which would allow the Port 
to position itself as a true environmental leader. For example, respondents felt that 
Objective 3.1, "Contribute to the overall ecological health of the region by reducing impacts 
from port activities and protecting, maintaining and enhancing ecosystems," should start 
with "Lead" rather than \lContribute" to the ecological health of the region. Many 
respondents urged stricter enforcement and monitoring of regulations for port users and 
tenants. In the feedback forms, Goal 3 gathered a great deal of support, However, 
comments centered on concern that the Port would not follow through with its 
implementation. First Nations felt that Policy 3.1.2, "Mitigate potential impacts on habitat 
quality ... " should first prioritize the avoidance of adverse impacts on habitat. They also felt 
that Policy 3.1.3, "Support the creation, enhancement, and/or restoration of critical fish and 
wildlife habitat.""1 should be further defined to the effect that more habitat is added than 
what was lost. 

M~my respondents encouraged a more holistic approach to sustainability. They felt that it 
should be approached through the lenses of ecology, health, and social well-being rather 
than mitigation of effects. Some argued that mitigation and compensation for adverse 
effects were not always possible, since the cumulative effects of development could not be 
accurately measured, Instead, they felt that rather than dividing envfronment into separate 
"land" and "water" issues, the preservation of the entire ecosystem should be the main 
priqrity. The environmental impact of the specific commodities traded through the Port was 
a concern for partiCipants, as were the effects of air emissions and dredging. 

At the same time, other respondents were worried about the impact that stricter 
environmental regulations may have on port tenants and operators - they felt that it would 
have adverse impacts on economic activity and business viability. Stakeholders encouraged 
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increased collaboration with other levels of government in order to balance competing 
interests. Comments from First Nations included requests for the Port to work with First 
Nations to jOintly develop environmental policies and initiatives, and provide funding and 
resourcing support to facilitate meaningful consultation around environmental concerns. 

Also, as part of Objective 3.1, one' First Nation requested that an additional polity be 
. created aimed at transitioning to closed-containment stockpiles in order to prevent 
unnecessary environmental impacts. 

Objective 3.2, \\Reduce air emissions and greenhouse gases and promote energy 
conservation in port operations and developments/' received almost unanimous support. 
Respondents felt that the Pqrt should take a stronger stance with this objective and set 
targets that exceed current best practices. First Nations felt that the Port should use its 

. influences to set standards throughout the gateway. Incentives, targets and monitoring 
were needed for these poliCies to be successful. Participants al~o urged PMV to go beyond 
monitoring and reporting on emissions, as specified in Policy 3.2.3, and focus on reducing 
emissions. 

Objective 3.3, "Improve land and water quality within the Port," was strongly supported . . 
Some participants felt that more detail was needed in Policy 3.3.1 to explain the way that 
site contamination risks would be managed. Feedback on Policy 3.3.3, \\Ensure sediment 
and soil quality of tenanted sites is maintained or improved from the time a site becomes 
occupied to the time it becomes vacant," centered on concern about ·the extent to which a 
site should be remediated during tenancy/before it is vacated, and to what standards. Some 
called for stricter leasing or regulatory reqUirements, while oth.ers called for greater 
consideration of business interests. 

Most participants supported Objective "3.4, "Promote sustainable practices in design and 
construction, operations and administration in the Port," noting that speCific standards or 
targets should be established, such as for green building design, and tenants should be 
required to meet ind.ustry best practices. First Nations questioned how sustainability could 
be supported at the same time as growth. 

Port activity and development provides benefits and addresses impacts to local 
communities and First Nations. 

Relationships, collaboration and involvement with communities and First Nations was a key 
theme during discussions on Goal 4, with many participants arguing that collaboration 
should be a stand-alone goal rather than a theme woven through all four goals. Greater 
collaboration between the Port and different levels of government was' seen as particularly 
important, especially in terms of addressing overlapping jurisdictions and mandates. 
Respondents and comments collected from all forums stressed the need for greater 
transparency in port processes and development of decision-making. 

Comments from First Nations included the need .to collaborate with First Nations and local 
communities in identifying solutions for mitigating impacts and in identifying a transparent 
consultation process for future port projects. 
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Other comments from First Nations requested that First Nations be identified separately 
from local communities and stakeholders as they have constitutionally protected rights. 
Some First Nations requested a separate goal specifically related to First Nations, and others 
requested that First Nations received more representation throughout the entire plan . 

Feedback focused on impacts to the community arising from port and related activity such 
as congestion, noise} anq pollution. "Cumulative Impacts" were a concern, as well as the 
question of whether such impacts could ever be properly measured or mitigated. First 
Nations expressed concern about the project-'by-project approach to assessing impacts, and 
instead stated that cumulative impacts of all port-activities should be address in the plan. 
However, some participants recognized the importance of the jobs the Port brings to the 
localeconomy, and there was a call for better education and awareness around the 
economic benefits. 

Participants called for stronger links between economic, environmental, and social elements 
of sustainability, especially around complex issues such as sea level rise, sustainable 
growth, and the ALR. In addition, they called for strong monitoring and impleme'ntation of 
the policies and objectives, once finalized. Issues which were important to the river 
community, such as dredging, needed to be better addressed in the plan. 

A number of feedback form respondents felt that Goal 4 should be more aspirational and 
less of a "statement./J Suggestions were provided on how to rephrase the goal, using 
stronger and more decisive language. 

Objective 4.1, "Generate local economic benefits through the use and development of port 
lands and waters," was supported by most respondents. However, there was some concern 
that implementation would have environmental repercussions, with economic growth taking 
place at the expense of social and ecological health. Some respondents indicated that they 
wanted full-co.st accounting of the economic benefits of projects to determine whether they 
truly outweighed the social and environmental impacts. There was also a desire for First 
Nations and community rights to be more explicitly discussed. Within the policy directions, 
respondents 'favoured 4.1.1 for its focus on e.conomic opportunities for the local community, 
and they also urged PMV to expand the community benefits program, identified in 4.1.4, 
and elaborate on the economic benefits to First Nations. 

There was strong support for Objective 4.2/ "Ensure public recreational opportunities and 
waterfront access are provided within the Port in a manner compatible with pc;>rt activities." 
Respondents brought up concerns about conflicting recreational uses, such as private docks 
impeding public beach access and the needs of recreational vessels .. First Nations expressed 
concern about impacts to the shoreline and sensitive habitats. Policy direction 4.2.3, 
"Manage private recreational dock development in a manner that supports the public use 
and enjoyment of foreshore and intertidal areas accessible within their communities," 
garnered a considerable amount of feedback, as many people felt that private docks were a 
significant impediment to the public use and enjoyment of the foreshore, and that the 
proliferation of docks should be addressed. Respondents felt that consultation and 
engagement should be a key component of Objective 4.3, "Address the Impacts from port 
operations and development on local communities and First Nations." They emphasized the 
need for more community input and more transparent and accountable decision -making. 
First Nations requested greater transparency in the Port's consultation process, and that 
Aboriginal rights and title should be protected through an additional policy. There was 
concern about how port expansion would Impact the loca! community, as well as a lack of 
clarity on how the Port would implement this objective. Some suggested that the word 
"address" should be changed to "minimize", and that the objective should also include the 
impacts of port-related operations. 

, . , ••• .,. .... ____ . .... . .. . _ .... . . . . . . ___ .... ..... .......... , ... ,. , ....... _ .. _ . ... ... . .... ro- • , ._ ........ . __ • • • _ . . .. . . ~ •• , ...... _.oN" • • • , __ , ... .. . . .... .. _ 
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Respondents focused their input on Policy 4.3.5, "When acquiring new lands, commence a 
consultation process within a reasonable timeframe to solicit input from interested and 
affected parties on any potential change of use to that land." They felt that more detail was 
needed to flesh out the policy. They suggested that the Port should communicate and 
consult about its intention to buy land before it is purchased, and that there should be 
assurances that feedback would be heard. Others argued that the Port should only acquire 
new lands as a last resort, while some felt that the Port should not acquire new land at all. 
As in other sections of the feedback form, many respondents re-iterated that the Port 
should not use a.gricultural land to support port growth. 

First Nations highlighted the need for a more explicit policy on archaeology that would 
ensure all appropriate steps and best practices are taken, in accordance with the Heritage 
Conservation Act. 

Phase 2 Consultation Summary Report Page 14 
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ATTACHMENT 3 
8,2013 

I-v.~"' ..... """ of Port Comments Rpln~r'rlirln 
Port Land Use And 1"\'-'4\.11<1:>11 .. 1'1..111. 

1. 
The purpose of this section is to relevant excerpts from Port Metro Vancouver's nr;:'l,nninn documents 
r""n", .. ~lln .... Port use and land CII",\.J\U';:"'IIU' 

2. What is the Port Metro Vancouver Land Use Plan? 
The Canada Marine Act each Canadian porl to have a Land Use Plan that contains and 

for the of the it manages. The Porl's current Land Use Plan is a rAI"nnir:'!ltir.n 

three from each of the former porl authorities that in 2008 to form 
Vancouver. In 2011, Porl Metro Vancouver a called "Porl 2050" which 
contains the Vision: To be the most and for the customers we serve, 
benefiting and across the nation. The Port's Land Use Plan will the Port achieve its 2050 
Vision and needs for the next 15 to 20 years 2028 

3. of the Land Use Plan 
Port staff advise that the Land Use Plan will to: establish a single unified Port m:::ln:::ll"1prYlPlnt 

Port land and water from the three former port authorities, (2) resolve In"',f"\n(~Ic.fl~n"·IP~ 

4. 

(1 ) 

what is on the and identify nf\l'pntl:::\1 ... 1"1'"",,..,,,,.,. 
to all lands and waters under the Port's 

land use will be key 
the water 

Asked Questions and Answers Section" 
Asked Questions and Answers Section" states the tnll.I"\IAllnrl' 

down nd use 

Port Answer: The process to the Land Use Plan will uses for lands 
owned the Port. The Port that land is an important issue for communities and other 

authorities, We invite all those interested in this to in the to our 
Land Use Plan so we can ensure your views are considered as we the use 

land, 

as it comes under Inl"rPlll<:tlrlf1 

on investment. We wish to 
reverse this trend. 

to 

Port Answer: The Land Use Plan will be less of 
uses for Port lands and water but it will not 

or how big lots should be. The Land Use is not the same as a master plan either. Where a 
master may look at the entire of a Port, the Land Use Plan will focus on land use 
and related interests, Rather than lands for commodities, the Land will a 
range of uses that would be "' .......... r"' ....... ""'" 

Discussion Guide 5. Port Metro Vancouver's Phase 3 Stakeholder \I\J", .. wc::h 

The Phase 3 Stakeholder Workshops Discussion Guide l!.ti'gl"""1Irn.ont 1) comments on the Richmond nr.ri'I'\I"'IC! of the 
Port, as follows: 

(1) Area l' Fraser River - North and Middle Arm 
The North and Middle Arms of the Fraser River extend from the North Arm and Sturgeon Bank to the 
end of Island. The area borders The of British Vancouver International 
the of and New and the reserve lands of the 

Indian Band. 
The North and Middle Arm of the Fraser River consist of domestic and local na'1I10.3tICIn 
rel~:jtlveIV shallow in the area is used for 
conservation and recreational uses, 

3907097 
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3 

gn.e.J..l!ill.Q§: Future OOll-nela'lea uses in this area will continue to include a mix of ""vl~tlrln 
moderate growth One of the external this area include conversion 
of industrial to residential or other non-industrial uses, the stock of industrial 
lands in the area. 

(2) Area 2: Fraser River - South Arm 
The Fraser River South Arm extends from Sand Heads to west of the Port Mann 
of on the Fraser River. The area borders the of Richmond, New 

and A of the Soulh Arm within the Provincial Head-lease Area, which 
consists of Provincial lands and waters Port Metro Vancouver. The South Arm of the Fraser 
River is considered a channel, facilities to accommodate and 
shortsea This three terminals: Fraser in Richmond and Fraser 
Docks of which handle a of bulk and break bulk and Wallenius Wilhelmsen 

\1\1~~drTlirl.c:::tj:'r which in automobiles, The Richmond Hub also 
and intermodal for the area and the In 2012, 

aOloroixmnatelv 27 million metric tonnes of moved the South Arm. In there is a wide 
IJOI-{-fl:!I2.'1tea industrial and uses such as 

and river-related commercial activities. Conservation and r(!')l'·r""~ltlr.n 

area. This area will continue to be the main hub of and 
Fraser with intensification of use and all sectors 
bulk and other commodities. 

~h:::lll""r'nj:>,o::::· There will also be additional pressures from industrial lands for water access, 
as industrial lands in other areas of the Port become more limited. Like other areas of the Port, 

the of the Fraser River is also the continued conversion of industrial to 
residential and other non-industrial uses This may create the to 
increase conflicts between measures to 
lessen will need to be considered at 
related related de'IIellOOIllents 
continue to a mix of 

6. Discussion Guide Directions: 
.1 Protect the industrial land base to and related activities into the future. 

1.1.1 Preserve the lands and waters under the Port's to current and future 
activities. 
1 .1 .2 b&l~W!iL'Ml1tU~rnlli!.§.§..g!illJ.QIT~jQjmll!~t!JJ2..~lQ!JJill~l!:@!.@l~~ 

boundaries. 

~"","'~r.""" and efficiencies between "'rI • .",.....Olnt activities 
and uses. 

1.3 Ensure the avcula:blll1:y of a land base within the that is sufficient to support future port and 
related ac1ivities. 

1 .3.1 QQft§@~~!§lIDmJ;~mQ.Q!~~~ID@~~fQ[J~L§..Q~~~i0..9...Q.[kmjQJ~ 

1.3.2 Consider the creation of new land for future uses, such as new terminal and 
environmental when suitable lands are not to be available. 
1.3.3 a coordinated to and and infrastructure 

as those with climate and more 
I.:>n,t/j:>vir.pm,j:> flood events. 
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3568898 
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2. 

3. 
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you have any qU€~st1l::ms 
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TAG 
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History of ..... &lIIF"rnllc:.c:.I\/~ Tax Exemption on the Subject Site 

The consolidated Eitz Chaim Synagogue site at 8080 
until 2004, as the Eitz Synagogue was demolished 

........ !::;..v;;~ ... '"' site was subdivided into two (2) lots in 2005 to facilitate the townhouse 
developlnent at 8080 Francis Road, the remnant parcel (i,e., the subject site at 9080 No.3 Road) 
has become taxable and has been taxed at a "SeasonallR.ecreational'~ (Class 08) rate. 
H.'-'I' ..... U.'~..J all use non-profile etc. 

The total payable property tax is based on assessed value of the property and the assessment 
classification. property taxes paid per square foot of land are comparable between the 

and to while 
of an Assembly site is less than the value of the residential property, the tax rate for 

Assembly properties (i.e. Class 08) is higher than the rate for Residential propeliies (i.e. Class 
01 ). Upon of the was that 

at 9080 No.3 and should be at a "Residential" 
(Class 01) rate. 

no tax PVI'l·rYtY\fl to 
2005, no repayment of taxes is warranted. 

- Conversion of Land 

Based on Council's May 24, 2011 revised "Conununity Institutional" Assemble Use Policy and 
the 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP), no community benefits were sought as part of the 
proposed conversion of Assembly lands. Without policy on 
may applied to such applications, with applicant to respond to Planning 
Committee's concern regarding the lack of additional amenity contributions when redesignating 
Assembly lands for the pwpose of redevelopment. developer advised that the purchase 

was to on Policy OCP, 
and that there is no room in their pro fmma to provide additional contributions based on the 
density at 0.6 Floor Ratio (FAR). However, the developer has agreed to provide an 

amount $35,000 to Affordable 
Fund Reserve in exchange for a modest density increase of 0.05 FAR. 

Options 

Two options are appropriate to proceed with tllls application: 

Option 1.. Approve the proposed rezoning to Low Density Townhouses (RTL4) with no 
aa('1l!lOnl:1i amenity 

This option complies with the Council's May 24, 2011 Revised "Community Institutional" 
Assemble Use Policy and the 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP), but does not address 

concerns discussed at the May 2013 Planning Committee ....... i'>,"'..- .... "T 

3899821 
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Approve 
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Based on the above, staff recommend that the proposed Official Community Plan Amendment 
and rezoning of 9080 No.3 Road to Density Tovvnhouses be 

Planning Technician - Design 
] 21) 

Location Map 
to Committee dated May 10,2013 

Attachment 0: Updated Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment Updated Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 

389982) 
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RZ 12-619503 

ATTACHMENT A 

Original Date: 09/18/12 

Amended Date: 04/25/13 

NOh:: Dimensions are in METRES 
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1/ 

1/ 

3. 

4. 

Att. 

ROUTED To: 

1819HI 
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REPORT CONe 

Planning 

Dale: May 10, 2013 

File: RZ 12~619503 

in accordance 

Bylaw 1"",pl""'r~lTl 

""'\M~"" ... r consultation. 

(ASY)" to 
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• Provision of a buffer area between the proposed to\vnhouse buildings and lhe adjacent 
single-farnuy homes. 

Additional issues may be identified as part of the Development Pennit application review 
process. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The proposed 12-unlt townhouse development is consistent with the 2041 Official Conununity 
Plan (OCP) regarding the conversion of Assembly sites along major arterial roads, Overall, the 
proposed land use, site plan) and building massing complement the surrounding neighbourhood. 
Further review of the project design is required to ensure a high quality project and design 
consistency with the exisling neighbourhood context, and tills will be completed as pari of the 
Development Permit application review process. The list of rezoning considerations is included 
as Attachment 6, which has been agreed to by the applicants (signed concurrence on file). On 
thls basis) staff recommend that the proposed Official Community Plan Amendment and 
Rezoning be approved. 

' dwin Lee 
Planning Technician - Design 

EL:kt 

Attachment 1: Location Map 
Attachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4: Letters Received 
Attachment 5: Tree Preservation Plan 
Attachment 6: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 

lB39.l51 
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RZ 12-619503 

ATIACHMENT l 

Original Date: 09118/12 

Amonded Dare: 04125/13 

Note; Dimcruions lIre in METRES 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 12-619503 Attachment 3 

Addre~s: 9080 No.3 Road 

Applicant: Sandhill Homes Ltd. 

Planning Area(s): Broadmoor ----------------------------------------------------------

I Existing Proposed 

Owner: Congregation Bayit To be determined. 

Site Size (m2
): 2 1202 m2 No Change 

Land Uses: v.acant Multiple-Family Residential 

OCP Designation: Community Institutional Neighbourhood Residential 

Area Plan Designation: N/A N/A 

702 Policy Designation: N/A N/A 

Zoning: Assembly (ASY) Low Density Townhouses (RTL4) 

Number of Units: 0 12 

Other Designations: N/A No Change 

On Future I Bylaw Requirement I Proposed I Variance 
Subdivided Lots 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.60 0.60 Max. none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 40% 40% Max. none 

Lot Coverage - Non-porous 
Max. 65% 65% Max. none 

SUriaces: 

Lot Coverage - Landscaping: Min. 25% 25% Min. none 

Setback - Front Yard (m): Min. 6.0 m 6.0 m Min. none 

Selback - North Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 3.0 m Min. none 

Setback - South Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 3.0 m Min . none 

Setback - Rear Yard (m): Min. 3.0 r.n 4.5 Min. none 

Height (m): Max 12.0 m (3 storeys) 12.0 m (3 storeys) Max. none 

Lot Width: Min. 50.0 m 43.3 m 
Variance. 

Requestedi 
Off-street Parking Spaces -

2 (R) and 0.2 (V) per unit 
2 (R) and 0.33 (V) per 

none 
~Iar (R) I Visitor N): I unit 

Ott-street Parking Spaces - Total: 27 28 none 

!o8393S1 



PLN - 193

I Almenit\1 Spa(:::e·- Outdoor: 90m2 
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To Richmond City Council. 

The in support #7&60 I 2004 ) aod '# 8533 (Nov.4, appear 1.0 be very 
clear and consistent on what is meant by the teons COt:runlllO.il~ institutions! '" and "C()J:Qtl'lutllty benefit /I as 
well as me parameters of use (or those or~;ani.za:tjoICl:i lands " ASSE1v.lliLY I'. 

rt is Ol.rr tbat 
these 2 

lJses arc an part 
~\.JI.JW,'!lI\iIU wiU need .wore such ae'/el£mers are specu latu:Lg 

re(JleV(~Jo[)e<l for market purposes ) and such sites will be difficult to 
value land uses ( e.g. residential). It 

As concerned citizens and aaJao~nt o.el£!j)IDOllJS, tbis aPt,licati()D fOT t"IYr'l'\n 'I\lIT of this 

property at 9080 1/ • bas been allowed t<.l 
The ".",-y,,, ....... ,,, al)plJIGaI)OD the that the entrance mld exit to the 

12 town-homes will be another \,Iw" .... 'U'I.IW'-'ul. at 9[00 If 3 RD. (t is our that for this to 
occur the strata council at 9100 # that this will 

Kespecrtvety subm.itted, 

The 4 aClJ:acem Rideau Drive Home-Owners 
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November 19/20 12 

To Tbe ofRichmo.nd (C/O Edwin Lee) rc- RZ 12-619503 

We Ihe re~idcnts on Ride~a.l Drive were somewhat shocked to see a rel::on'm~ ""I-'~""""'''''''\JI 
tbe propeny located al 90&0 # Road. Since 2004. we have been for 

of a Jewish synagogue on said property the ElTZ CI:UAJ\1 raith cormnunir;y 
rlrQUJHI"lOC; of the we.re circulated to the immediate 20fter the at 
8080 fnmc.is Rd, was allQwed to be rezoned (rum ASSEMBLY ( to COMPREHENSJVE 
DEVELOPMENT DISTRlCT 59);0 order to COOSlrucr 28 Co\vn-Domes, The 
synagogue on Rd. were innovative and [0 the owners of !:he atll:ace,m nr-nni'I"""rU'C 

We the residents On RJdeau Drive cannot suppan the COllScuclion to the 
re:.!onlOR from to RTZ ( 4 ) whic.h would allow the construction of 12 more town homes. 

endured the COOSlruct(OD of28 townhomcs to the south of us in the recent past on the former 
n:;~)""1."'UIY ...... l'\ ....... ,..,hl at S030 }':rancis Rd. as well as the present constmction of 18 town hom~s to the west and 
south ofu£' a-l9100 f* ., the of another l2 town horoes in a solid coltmUI within 5 meter:; 
of our properly tine leaves liS dumbfollDded'. Twcl\'(~ (own names on property will be much m(')re 
invasive \0 [he of life oftbe owners than the conslllJct:ion ofa& im"limrional 

lUlder AsserllOlV 

Vlben the o\.vner of the land at 8080 francis Rd. "-"as Lhe green. to rezone to a multi-
de:s.lgnl111{)'D in 2004 ,the faith as weB as GBL Architects stood (0 a more 

Slg1ruI:JCm~t rerurn ou t11eir \'I"lvcsuncnt The exi'ril income from this and sales 
was to, assist the Jewisl.l in (he erection of a zoned 1i1l1d at" 9080 #. 

. As because of the loss land on were 
adamant dUlt the remainder of the Eitz Chain) property at 9080'# 3 Rd. remain as ( 

111efr rarionalle was based on the fact thaI' toe city had been trac[.s of land and 
to retain what had left. 

We undl:!rstand that circumstances the construction of the synag()guc may nave and 
thai the synagogll~ wHl not become a. it appears the this 
,..,.::.,:,.CHliUIV zoned properly as an VIiben Our SaviOl.l'r Lutheran 
Church decided to seU their property Ilt 8080 faith. advertised 
and sold said There were severo I the Eitz 
Cbaim mifil an il:lterest in this 

included.. Rjchmoud has become a vibrant multi-cuUu::ra-l rf\::rnm'llY'llhl 

urtrnHrT'';'T\h:, from arOlmd the world who have with them elements of their f}r€~VJ{H.L~ 
culture new faith com.!Jllmili~s. Some of these faith groups are 
T\"'~·rn1;::.31t 1n churches and schools. and may soon be for more permanent facHities~As 
R icbroood bas an and the demand for more heaHh care services and 
LJ,UYCJ.UJ.UI'-' on the increase and the location of lhis propel1y is suited for such lnstitlllionat use. 
as \vas the Richmond Council are concerned that needed land will be lost as ~ 
result of this uP~Wr::.allIDD_ 

We would CITY COUNCn.... what CONfMUNITY BENEFIT is derived 
scarce 12 town homes to be built 011 property? No.7860 appears 
to nave been abandoned iftnls f'allb's land at 9080 be removed from the 
ASSEMBLY classification. The residents oftbe Ride-au subdivisjon fonyard rome 
additiml of a faith as laid out not. another 12 town.!Jouses whkh would be much 
more intrusive in nature, 

831\ Ridt~3U Drive 
829l rudc'alJ Drive 

RESPEC11VELY SUBMJTTED 

8331 Rideau Drive Ho 
827 t Rideau Olive Jon Henderson.1) 

4 
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I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

6. 

7. 

8, 

9, 

AdoDtlOn of OCP Amendment 

."' .... ,..,-,,."',, of a flood mQiemlrmy 

9030. 

no direct vehicular access to No.3 Road. 

6 

, the tbe 

meaDS of vehicle access from the I;;A.I;:;l.llllJ.\ 

on 9100 No. J Road 

of a agreement OJ) [itle the conversion of the tandem ... " .. v, .... 1Y- area into habitable space. 

and 88214260. 

VoluDt:anlv contribute per buildable square foot to 

aCC~DI:am~e of the contribute per square to 
srt fund. 

for 

could be accommodated oo-site 
would be reduced in the rate 

Ylrr,n/'"l''''''f1 Audible Pedestrian 

unit 

I I. of the offer to vOlunfAnlv in-lieu of on-site indoor 
ror the benefit of 8080 Francis Road. 

12. Pennit* to a level deemed acc~eplt.able the Director of 

'''flY'' QC.", IrnrIlCA'J'I'rYI.l"l"\f<1 and service connections. 
may not be 11m ited 

--"'--"JJ conStruct new 1.5 m concrete .... u ............. " 

between the sidewalk and the and extend Street 
...... r,,...l'>rf"I' line the site on No 3 Road. to include 

Note: 

I. Water: 

a. 
a minimum fire tlow of220 Us. Water """;';ilV":'>..; 

at the Perm it 
Fire Underwriter Survey to confirm that there is 

submitted. 

u. 
A will be ... ",,,,,, .. ,,'11 Of) the ~p._rVlr_lna !!lOr"PPlmp.lrYI 

3839351 



PLN - 199

- 2 -
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Max. 40% Max. 

Max. 65% Max. none 

Min. 25% 25% Min. none 

Min. 6.0 m 6.0 m none 

Min. 3.0 m 3.0 m Min. 

Min. 3.0 m 3.0 m Min. 

3899821 
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lin lull.lle Bllaw lIegl.liremenl I Irol08ei ~ariance Sl.IllivilellEofs 

Tandem PdrklllY ,... Max. 50% 16 spaces (67%) 
Variance 

Requested 

Small Car Parking Spaces Not permitted 2 
Variance 

D .. ... . 
Handicap Pdl Kin\:.! Spaces: 1 1 

Amenity -Indoor: Min. 70 m2 or Cash-in-lieu Cash-i n-lie u i none 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: Min. '-' " " ~ ~ .~ 

122 m2 
i none :: 72 m2 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for removal of bylaw-sized trees. 

3899821 
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a. ... "",.."" .. ",/'1 on the ~pr\JI{,lno-

b. of 8311 Rideau 
Oe'/eHJprneIl[ site. 

a. on the C""~IJ.f'lnlT agr'eerneIl( 

I, 

2. 

3. 
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Note: 
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on No 3 then that section of water 

Development Permit 

160 and BX297161); an indoor _"'_"'_.1 

8080 Francis Road must be included in 

to 

Management 
any lane closures, 

(by Ministry of 

"u,-".<u,.. Pennit (BP) plans as 

Where the Director uevelopirneln.t deems apI)fOlprjjite, the are to be drawn not as 'l"\pr<:/'\n~1 covenants 
of the property owner but also as covenants "Hr"",,,nr to Section 219 of the Land Title Act. 

All agreements to be .,."'('Jlet .. ,.,.",1'1 over all such and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable rpO'lctp,I"PI'I in the Land Title Office unless the 
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Director of Development determines f'l.TnprUll CP be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate 
bylaw. 

The agreements shall provide to the City including indemnities, warranties, letters of 
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a 
fonn and content satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

• Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s), 
and/or Building Permit{s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, site 
investigation~ testing) monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre:-lOaoling, 

ground densi fication or other activities that may result in displacement, subsidence, or nuisance to City and 
pri vate uti I ity infrastructure. 

[signed copy on file] 

38998'21 
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Bylaw 9030 

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 
Amendment Bylaw 9030 (RZ 12-619503) 

9080 No.3 Road 

The COllilcil of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 is amended by repealing the existing land 
use designation in Attachment 1 to Schedule 1 thereof of the following area and by 
designating it Neighbourhood Residential. 

P.I.D.026-301-130 
Lot 2 Section 28 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan BCPI 7848 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, 
Amendment Bylaw 9030". 

FIRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARING 

SECOND READING 

Tl-llRD READING 

OTHER REQUJREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3844000 

CORPORATE OFFICER 
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'-'V~~L~" of the City of Richmond} in LL'~~.'.'."F-. -::H~ ... pnnl'"\lI"'rI enacts as follows: 

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and fOnTIS part of Richmond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, IS amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the 
foHowing area and by it 1 •. A .. .L:....1L.I1Il 

P.l.D. 026-301-130 
Lot 2 Section 28 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan BCP17848 

2. This Bylaw as "Richmond L.AVAJ ........ jiO, 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARJNG WAS HELD ON 

READING 

THIRD READING 

REQUIREMENTS 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3900431 

8500, lI.IU'L-U\.I.II..U1"UL U"'.I' ..... "" 9043". 

CORPORATE OFFICER 



City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: June 21 , 2013 

File: RZ 13 - 631467 

Re: Application by Johnny W.W. Leung Architect for Rezoning at 6433 Dyke Road 
from Single Detached (ZS6) - London Landing (Steveston) to Heritage Two-Unit 
Dwelling (ZD4) - London Landing (Steveston) 

Staff Recommendations: 

1. That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 Amendment Bylaw 9028 , to create the "Heritage 
Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) - London Landing (Steveston)" and for the rezoning of 6433 
Dyke Road from "Single Detached (ZS6) - London Landing (Steveston)" to "Heritage 
Two-Unit Dwelling (204) - London Landing (Steveston)". be introduced and given first 
reading. 

~~ 
Director De lopment 

WC:bk 
Atl. 5 

ROUTEOTQ: 

Affordable Housing 
Sustainability 
Law 

la.t9204 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

IY" 

~ #~ 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Wayne 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: June 21, 2013 

File: RZ 13-

Re: Application by Johnny W.W. Leung Architect for Rezoning at 6433 Dyke 
from Single Detached (ZS6) - London Landing (Steveston) to Heritage Two-Unit 

Staff Recommendations: 

I. That Richmond 
Two-Unit Dwelling 
Dyke Road from 

Bylaw 8500 Amendment Bylaw 9028, to create the 

Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) - London 
reading. 

~~ 
Director De elopment 

ROUTED To: 

Affordable Housing 
Sustainabillty 
Law 

(Sleveston)" and for the rezoning of 
- London Landing (Steveston)" to HHeritage 

(Steveston)", be introduced and given 

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

jk/~L/ 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Johnny W.W. Leung, Architect has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone the 
property at 6433 Dyke Road (Attachment 1) from "Single Detached (ZS6) - London Landing 
(Steveston)" to "Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) - London Landing (Steveston)" to permit 
the development ofa two-unit dwelling on the subject property. The proposed zone would be a 
new site-specific zoning for the subject property. 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing detai ls about the development proposal is 
attached (Attachment 2) . 

Surrounding Development 

To the North: Existing Multiple-family development, zoned "Town Housing (2 T43) - London 
Landing (Steveston)"; 

To the East: Existing Two-Unit Dwelling, zoned "Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZDl)­
London Landing (Steveston)"; 

To the South: Foreshore of the Fraser River (across Dyke Road) zoned "School & Institutional 
Use (SI)"; and 

To the West: Existing Multiple-family development, zoned "Town Housing (ZT43) - London 
Landing (Steveston)" 

Related Policies & Studies 

Steveston Area Plan 

The subject property is located within the Steveston Area Plan, Schedule 2.4 of the Official 
Community Plan (OCP). The Land Use Map in the Steveston Area Plan designates the subject 
property for "Heritage Residential". This designation is intended to accommodate " ... residential 
structures of recognized importance, or new structures designed to a distinctive heritage 
appearance reflective of Steveston ' s character." 

Under the guidelines for this area, new development in the "Heritage Residential" area should: 

1. Exhibit a similar scale, form, massing, character, architectural details and features 
(e.g., porches), and materials as that of London Farm, the McKinney House, and any 
other relocated houses; 

2. Where buildings front Dyke Road, exhibit a strong single-family home character 
regardless of the number of units contained within a single structure; and 

3. Use colour to reinforce the intended " heritage appeal" of this area and its image on the 
waterfront. 
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The proposed two-unit dwelling meets these criteria, and staff supports the design. 

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy 

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection 
Bylaw No.8204. In accordance with the Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy, a 
Restrictive Covenant for Flood Indemnity specifying the minimum fl ood construction level of 
2.9 m geodetic survey datum is required prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 
No. 9028. A 6.0 m wide statutory right-of-way for dyke access will be required over the south 
portion of the site. 

Affordable i-lousing Strategy 

The Rlchmond Affordable Housing Strategy a cash-in-lieu contribution of $1.00 per square foot 
of total building area toward the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund for single-family rezoning 
applications. The app licant has agreed to provide a voluntary cash contribution for affordab le 
housing based on $1 per square foot of building area for this development (i.e. $3,745.00). This 
contribution has been reviewed and is endorsed by Community Services. 

Public Input 

A rezoning notice sign was placed on the property the first week of May 2013. Tn response to 
the signage, stafr has received: 

Two emails from residents in support of the pathway proposal; and 

One email seeking additional information on the proposed rezoning. 

Staff responded to the latter email with the requested information. No additional correspondence 
was received. 

Consultation 

Heritage Commission 

TIle proposed rezoning was referred to the Heritage Commission for review as the subject 
property is designated for "Heritage Residential" use. The proposal reviewed at the May 15 
2013 meeting of the Commission, and was endorsed. The Chair of the Commission made a 
motion to bring the item back for review at the June 162013 meeting for further review. Staff 
were able to provide updated house designs at the meeting, and the revised proposal was 
supported as being consistent with the Steveston Area Plan guidelines and the "Heritage 
Residential" land use designation. Draft minutes of the June 16,20 13 meeting of the Heritage 
Commission are provided (Attachment 3). 
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Staff Comments 

Analysis 

Previous De,:,eiopment Application (RZ 02 207804) 

A development application to amend the CD50 zone for the subject property was submitted in 
2002, in order to increase the maximum house size pennitled under the COSO zone to a 
maximum FAR (Floor Area Ratio) of 1.0. Bylaw No. 772 1 to amend CD50 zone for the subject 
site received third reading on November 15,2004. Subsequent to the Public Hearing the owner 
did not actively pursue reso lution of condition of Final Adoption, and the file was closed and the 
bylaw was abandoned in November 0[2009. 

Proposed Use 

The proposed two·unit dwelling is consistent with the Neighbourhood Residential designation in 
the Official Community Plan, and the "Heritage Residential" designation in the Steveston Area 
Plan. The adjacent site to the north and west is designated is similarly designated and is 
occupied by single family dwellings to the west and townhouses to the north. The property to 
the east at 6461 / 6463 Road is occupied by an existing two-unit dwell ing, which was approved 
under Rezoning Application RZ 03 -237482. The proposed two-unit dwelling for the subject 
property would be compatible with these uses. 

Heritage Character 

The general heritage res idential character of the area is defined by two existing single famil y 
homes, both of which are designated heritage resources: the McKinney House at 6471 Dyke 
Road, and the Abercrombie House at 13333 Princess Street. We note thal both the McKinney 
House and the Abercrombie House were relocated to their current locations from elsewhere in 
Richmond. 

As a component of the rezoning application, staff has undertaken a review of the character of the 
proposed two-unit dwell ing, and have worked with the project architect to ensure that the 
proposed building design would be compatible with existing heritage residential character of the 
surrounding area. As the subject lot is the last un-developed parcel in the area, ensuring design 
compatibility has been a key component of the review of the proposal. 

The proposed design of the two-unit dwell ing meets several guidelines of the Stevcston Area 
Plan: the face of the house oriented towards Dyke Road has the appearance of a single family 
dwelling; a wrap-around porch has been proposed for the two-unit dwelling, which is a feature 
found on a number of houses to the west; proposed building materials include horizontal hardie­
plank siding and hardie shingles for the gable ends. also consistent with materials used on 
surrounding homes; accent materials include a cultured stone base, high profile asphalt roof 
shingles, wooden railings and posts, double wood painted columns; and window detai ling is 
consistent with the intended heritage character of the area. 
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The rezoning considerations include a requirement for the owner to submit a set of building 
permit-ready bui lding design drawings, in accordance with the house plans attached as 
Attachment 4 to thi s report. 

Proposed Zoning 

In order to accommodate the proposed two-unit dweJljng, the applicant has applied to rezone the 
s ite [Tom "Single Detached (ZS6) - London Landing (Steveston)" to a new site-specific 
" Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) - London Landing (Steveston)" zone. This zone is similar 
to the site specific "Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD I ) - London Landing (Steveston)" zone fo r 
the adjacent property at 6461 and 6463 Dyke Road, but has been tai lored for the subject 
application. 

Details of the proposed zone are provided in the following table: 

Proposed Z04 Existing Z01 (east adjacent 
two-un it dwell ing) 

FAR 0.7 1.0 - .76 for bu ilding: .24 for 
covered areas open on one 
side 

Building 50% 50% 
Coverage 

Height 12.5 m 15.0 m 
No more than 
two habitable 

storeys 

The proposed site-specific zone will be an effective transition from the larger two-unit dwelling 
to the east to the lower density single family homes west of the subject property. 

Road Dedication 

Dedication of a 1.5 m wide portion of the site at the no rth-east corner has been identified as a 
requirement of the rezoning. The dedication will provide the additional road width to facilitate 
access to and from the subject property and from the two-unit dwelling to the east at 6461 and 
6463 Dyke Road. A statutory ri ght-of-way of 0.6 m along the east property line is also required 
for boulevard widening. 

Driveway Access 

The subject property was included in the rezoning app lication of the west adjacent property. 
Under this rezoning, a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant was registered on the title of the subject 
property, prohibiting any d irect access to Dyke Road and requiring access on ly from Princess 
Lane. The proposed s ite access sati sfies the requirements of this covenant. 
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Parking 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 requires that a two-unit dwelling provide 2.0 parking spaces 
per dwelling unit. The proposed design (Attachment 4) illustrates that the east-most unit will 
feature a side-by-side two-car garage, and the west-most unit would provide parking in a single 
car garage. A second parking space for the west-most unit is proposed at-grade, along the west 
side of the house. Although this portion of the site is encumbered with a statutory right-of-way 
for storm drainage, the tenns of the right-oF-way allow the area to be used for vehicle parking. 
With the combination of garage parking spaces and at-grade parking, the proposed two-Wlit 
dwelling would meet the bylaw requirements for off-street parking. 

Riparian Setback Requirements 

The subject property is adjacent to a watercourse which falls within the City'S Riparian 
Management Area network. This watercourse is classified as fish habitat as it contributes water 
flow to downstream habitat (Fraser River). 

Under the requirements of the provincial Riparian Areas Regulation, variances to established 
riparian setbacks require assessment by a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP). The 
owners have provided a QEP report (Attachment 5) which assessed a variance to the established 
15 metre Riparian Management Area (measured from the top of the bank) on the adjacent 
watercourse. The QEP recommendation is for a 10m setback with reductions in some areas to 
8 m. The variance has been approved by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), subject 
to the owner installing compensatory plantings in the yard of the proposed two-unit dwelling and 
within the Riparian Management Area. Submission of a Landscape Plan for the compensatory 
plantings and a landscape security for the provision of the compensation plantings, in accordance 
with Attachment 5 of this report is a condition of rezoning adoption. 

Walkway 

The adjacent residential development to the west was approved in April 2003, and features a 
meandering pedestrian path along the south property line, which ends at the east property line of 
the subject property. The subject property has been vacant since that time, and residents have 
accessed Princess Lane and Dyke Road by walking through the property, creating an infonnal 
' walkway' . 

In order to ensure that a pedestrian access is maintained to Princess Lane and Dyke Road, the 
owner will provide a pedestrian connection from the existing walkway to the west across the 
frontage of the property. This pedestrian connection will be located within the road dedication 
for Dyke Road. 

Provision of the pathway meets the policy objective of the Steveston Area Plan (London / 
Princess Node) to link publicly-oriented and residential uses via an informal network of 
pedestrian routes. The Steveston Area Plan also provides a design guideline for the development 
of the area to provide linear open spaces, trails and pedestrian routes linking residents and local 
amenities and the river, and providing and informal network of narrow, interesting routes 
through the mixed use area. 
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We note that this location would also fall within the required riparian setback from the top of the 
bank, as shown on the riparian compensation plan (Attachment 5). The proposed walkway 
would taper from 2.0 m to 1.4 m in width, and would be a pervious gravel surface. The walkway 
to the west has been finished mth paving stones, a surface treatment which - under current 
requirements and policy - is not supported in such close proximity to a watercourse . Staff in the 
Sustainability Division have recommended the gravel surface for better water infiltration and 
flow in the adjacent watercourse. 

The provision of the walkway increases the impacts on the required 10m riparian setback from 
the top of the bank of the ditch, which has been addressed through additional compensation 
planting along the bank, both in front of the adjacent site and in front of the the adjacent 
development at 6400 Princess Lane. The additional plantings in front of adjacent development 
would be planted within the road allowance for Dyke Road and would not impact the on-site 
plantings associated with that project. The walkway proposal and habitat compensation 
plantings has been reviewed and endorsed by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), 
Sustainabil ity staff, and by the Parks Division. 

There are no trees on the subject property, but there is a tree located on the adjacent townhouse 
site. The branches of this tree overhang the property line, and the site plan provided indicates 
that minimal pruning of this tree will be required. In addition, the proposed parking area on the 
west side of the building will utilize hand-laid paving stones, to minimize damage to the existing 
root system of this tree . The project architect advises staff that no excavation within the root 
zone of this tree will be required. 

Existing Utility Right-of-Way 

There is an existing 3.0 m wide utility right-of-way (ROW) along the western portion of the 
subject site. The applicants have been advised that no encroachment into the ROW is pennitted, 
including no building construction, and planting of trees, but the ROW area may be used for 
vehicle parking. 

Discharge of Existing Restrictive Covenant 

The subject lot was created as part of the rezoning and development of the adjacent (west) 
properties, and through the rezoning process, a Restrictive Covenant (under charge 
Number BP005925) was registered on the title of the lot to specify a minimum habitable 
elevation of 2 .6 m geodetic survey datum. Since that time, the current flood protection elevation 
for this area has been set at 2.9 m geodetic survey datum. It is reconunended that Restrictive 
Covenant BP005925 be discharged from the title of the lot. A new covenant will be registered to 
require the current flood protection standard for habitable floor area be built at 2.9 m geodetic 
survey datum. 

Conclusion 

This rezoning application to permit a two-unit dwelling complies with applicab le policies and 
land use designations contained within the Official Community Plan and the Steveston Area 

l 849204 PLN - 215

June 21,2013 - 7 - 13 631467 

''-',",'''''''-''H would also within the required riparian setback from 
bank, as shown on riparian compensation plan (Attachment 5). The proposed 
would taper m to 1.4 m would be a surface, 
to the west with a surface which - current 
requirements and policy is not supported in such close proximity to a n''''PYl'n, 

Sustainability have recommended the gravel surface better water 
flow in the adjacent watercourse. 

walkway increases 10m riparian 
ditch, additional 

planting both in of 
development at 6400 Prmcess Lane. additional plantings in of adjacent 
would be planted witbin the road for Dyke Road would not impact 
plantings . with that project. walkway proposal habitat compensation 
plantings has reviewed and endorsed by the Department of Fisheries and (DFO), 
SustainabiJity and by the Parks 

There are no trees on the subject but there is a tree located 00 the townhouse 
The of this tree property line, plan indicates 

that minimal of this tree will be required. In the proposed area on the 
west side of the building wil] utilize paving to minimize damage the existing 
root system of this tree. The project architect advises that no excavation within the root 
zone of this tree \vill required. 

There is an 3.0 m wide utility right-of-way (ROW) the western portion the 
subject site. applicants have advised that no encroachment into the ROW is pennitted, 
including no building construction, and planting of but the ROW area may for 
vehicle 

The subject lot was created as the rezoning and development of the (west) 
propel1ies, through the process, a Restrictive Covenant (under 
Nwnber was registered on the title of the lot to specify a minimum habitable 
elevation of 2.6 m geodetic survey Since that the current flood protection elevation 
for this area set at 2.9 m survey It is reconunended that Restrictive 
Covenant be discharged from the title oftlle lot. A new covenant will be registered to 
require current flood protection for habitable floor area be built at 2.9 m geodetic 
survey 

Conclusion 
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Plan. The proposed two-unit dwelling is consistent with the established land uses and urban 
design in the surrounding area. 

The list of rezoning considerations is included as Attachment 6, which has been agreed to by the 
applicant (signed concurrence is on file). 

On this bas is, staff recommends support fo r the application. 

\~\!~ 
Barry Konkin ( . 
Planner 2 -~ 

BK:cas 

Attachment 1: Location Map 
Attachment 2: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 3: Draft Minutes - June 16, 2103 Richmond Heritage Commission Meeting 
Attachment 4: Conceptual Development Plans 
Attachment 5: Riparian Assessment Report and Addendum 
Attachment 6: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 13 - 631467 Attachment 2 

Address: 6433 Dyke Road 

Applicant Johnny W.W. Leung Architect 

Planning Area(s): OCP · Steveston Area Plan London-Princess Sub-Area 

I Existing Proposed 

Owner: Hui Y Li, Sui K Li, Wing H Li, Wing 0 No change Li 

Site Size (m2
): 

536 sq.m (5,769 sq.ft) 508 sq .m (5,479 sq .ft) after road 
dedication 

Land Uses: Vacant Housing, Two-Unit 

DCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential No change 

Area Plan Designation : Heritage Residential No change 

702 Policy Designation: NA NA 

Zoning: 
Single Detached (Z86) London Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (Z04) 
Landino (Steveston\ -london Landin!::! (Stevesto~) 

Number of Units : Vacant 2 

I Bylaw Requirement I Proposed I Variance 

Density (units/acre): N/A 1S.4 upa none permitted 

Floor Area Ratio: 0.7 0.7 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. SO% SO% none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): SOD m1 S08.96 m1 none 

Setback - Front Yard (m) : Min. 6.S m 6.5m Min. none 

Setback -
Side (east) (m) Min. 2.2 m Min. 2.2 m 
Side (west) (m) Min 3.0m Min 3.0m none 

Side (nortjh~~~t) Min 1.5 m Min 1.5 m 
Rear Yard m : Min6.0m Min 6.0 m 

Height 1m): 12.5 m 12.5 m none 
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Max. 50% 

500 m2 508.96 m<' 

Min. 6.5 m 6.5m 

Min. 22 m Min 2.2 m 
Min 30 m Min 30 m 
Min 1.5m Min 1.5 m 
Min 6.0 m Min 6.0 m 

12.5 m 1 m 

none 

none 

none 



RICHMOND HERITAGE COMMISSION 
Wednesday, June 19, 2013 

ATTACHMENT 3 

4. BUSINESS ARISING 

38961JS 

a. Garden City Lands Open House 

Mr. Virani noted that he attended this Open House which was attended by 
stakeholder groups in Richmond to make recommendations on potential uses for the 
Garden City lands. Mr. Virani noted his recommendation to make a heritage park 
and have h"eritage houses moved here. It was noted that the land is under the ALR 
and is over 130 acres in size. 

b. Application Referral Process 

Discussion ensued on how the referral process can be improved. Commission 
members expressed interest in having a clearer process to bring things to the table 
and give Commission members ample time to circulate information and research 
before the meetings. 

Discussion ensued on changing the Commission's procedure, ensuring applications 
are relevant to the Commission's mandate, and electronic vs. courier for distributing 
information. It was decided that the Commission's preference is for electronic 
del ivery of information unless stated to staff otherwise on a case-by-case basis. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the Richmond Jleritage Commission accept item number 4 as written, with the 
amendment to electronic capability illstead of courier. 

CARRIE D 
1 t was moved and seconded 
That the Richmond Heritage Commission bring back to committee the rezoning 
application reviewed at last meeting to further review ill more detail. 

CARRIED 
The Commission looked at this rezoning with the amendments made to accommodate 
more heritage detail on this structure. It was noted that changes have been made to the 
type of shingle, windows, door, and columns to keep the heritage feel. Staff also provided 
an update on the scale, height, pedestrian boulevard, landscaping, and enforcement 
procedures of certain design elements. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the Richmond Heritage Commission support this rezoning with the proposed 
changes. 

CARRIED 
c. 2014 Commission Meeting Dates 

It was noted that the Commission meeting dates for 2014 will be January 15, 
February 19, March 19, April 16, May 21 , June 18, July 16, with no meeting in 
August, September 17, October 15, November 19, and December 17, in keeping 
with the third Wednesday of the month format. 

d. Distribution of Maps of Heritage Areas 

Mr. Konkin distributed maps of the character area key map and other maps relevant 
to the Commission. 
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RICHMOND HERITAGE COMMISSION 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 

5. NEW BUSINESS 

.. 

3865422 

a. Discussion ensued on the Commission's mandate and current workplan. Discussion 
ensued on specific objectives that Commission members would li ke to see in the 
workplan including updating the heritage inventory. Commission members 
discussed ways of coordinating within the recourses available to create a 
comprehensive workplan. Staff agreed to put together a summary of discussion and 
staff costs as well as lay the groundwork to take thi s to the next step. 

I t was moved and seconded 
That the Heritage Commission euter illto a workp/(m process with all ill-house staff 
facilitator, wlrile keeping ill consideration cost alld staff reSOllrces to establish a 
medium to long-term workplan. 

CARRIED 

b. Discussion ensued on a recent rezoning in Steveston at Moncton and No.2 Rd. 

c. The Commission received the invoice for their contributions to the Doors Open 
event. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the Heritage Commission will pay the ill voice for their contribution to the Doors 
Open event. 

CARRIED 
d. Staff noted that there will be a Heritage 101 workshop being put on for the Facilities 

division. Any Commission members who have not gone to this course yet are 
welcome to come. It will be from 8-3 at the Chinese Bunkhouse in Brittania . 
Interested Commission members are encouraged to contact Mr. Konkin. 

e. Rezoning Application RZ 13 -631467 

Discussion ensued on a rezoning occurring in London Landing along the dyke near 
to the McKinney house. It was noted that this area is in the Steveston Area Plan and 
has been recognized as in an area of historical significance. The character of the 
area and proposed changes were discussed. Members are encouraged to send 
feedback through staff. It was noted that the Commission encourages this new 
building to be of heritage character in its look and feel. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the Heritage Commissioll support this project ill keeping with the heritage 
guidelines for the area and the keeping the heritage character of the LOlldoll Princess 
node alUl strongly ellcourage selecting a colour from 'he Vancouver "True Colours' 
palette, allli be consistent to the colollrs lued 011 the properties to the west. 

CARRIED 
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r----' envirowest consultants inc. 

e SUI\e 130 ~ 3700 North Fraser Way 

Burnaby, British Columbia 
Canada VSJ 5H4 

office: 604-451 -0505 
.... ___ ... facsimile: 604·451 ·0557 

December 05 , 2012 

Andrew App leton 
C ity of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 

Dear Mr. Appleton, 

RE: PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEYELOPMENT AT 6433 DYKE ROAD, 
RICHMOND 
PROPOSED SETBACKS AND RIPARIAN ENHANCEMENT 

AITACHMENT5 

Envirowest Consu ltants lnc. (Envirowest) has been retained by Johnny Leung Consultants and 
Associates (Proponent) to provide environmental consulting services associated with the 
proposed residential development at the referenced address (Property). The Property occurs 
adjacent to a channel ized stream. This correspondence provides proposed setbacks from the 
drainage and associated habitat enhancements to maintain and augment ecological integrity of 
the drainage adjacent to the development parcel. 

Property and Biophysical Overview 

Please refer to Attachment A for an aerial representation and Attachment B for site photographs. 

The Property occurs immediately north of the south arm of the Fraser River, and is separated 
from the river by a constructed dyke running along the north shoulder of Dyke Road. The 
Property is further bounded by single fami ly residential dwellings to its west and east. 

Existing vegetation on the Property is predominantly grasses, Himalayan blackberry (Rubus 
discolor) and sap ling black cottonwood (Populus balsamifera ssp . trichocarpa). The northeast 
corner of the Property is comprised of a gravel parking pad. 

A channelized stream fronting Dyke Road occurs along the south extent of the Property and is 
bounded by a constructed dyke along its south bank. Vegetation within the drainage fronting the 
Property is predominantly grasses, cattail (Typha loti/olio) and Hima layan blackberry, with 
occasional scotch broom (Cyfisus scoparius). Adjacent residences to the west have constructed 
rock retaining walls along the channel banks, and have planted primarily non-native deciduous 

www.envirowes!.ca PLN - 230

e 
envirowest consultants inc. 
SUite 130 · 3700 North Fraser Way 

Burnaby. British Columbia 
Canada V5J 5H4 

office: 604·451 ·0505 
L..-. ___ .... facsimile: 604·451·0557 

December 05, 2012 

Andrew Appleton 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V 6Y 2C 1 

Dear Mr. Appleton, 

RE: PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT 6433 DYKE ROAD, 
RICHMOND 
PROPOSED SETBACKS At'ID RIP ARlAN ENHANCEMENT 

ATTACHMENT 5 

Envirowest Consultants Inc. (Envirowest) bas been retained by Johnny Leung Consultants and 
Associates (Proponent) to provide environmental consulting services associated with the 
proposed residential development at the referenced address (Property). The Property occurs 
adjacent to a channelized stream. This correspondence provides proposed setbacks from the 
drainage and associated habitat enhancements to maintain and augment ecologica! integrity of 
the drainage adjacent to the development parcel. 

Property and Biophysical Overview 

Please refer to Attachment A for an aerial representation and Attachment B for site photographs. 

The Property occurs immediately north of the south arm ofthe Fraser River, and is separated 
from the river by a constructed dyke running along the north shoulder of Dyke Road. The 
Property is further bounded by single family residential dwellings to its west and east. 

Existing vegetation on the Property is predominantly grasses, Himalayan blackberry (Rubus 
discolor) and sapling black cottonwood (Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa). The northeast 
corner of the Property is comprised ofa gravel parking pad. 

A channelized stream fronting Dyke Road OCCurs along tbe south extent of the Property and is 
bounded by a constructed dyke along its south banle Vegetation within the drainage fronting the 
Property is predominantly grasses, cattail (Typha lotifoLia) and Himalayan blackberry, with 
occasional scotch broom (Cylisus scoparius). Adjacent residences to the wesrhave constructed 
rock retaining walls along the channel banks, and have planted primarily non-native deciduous 

www.envirowest.ca 



Mr. Andrew Appleton, City of Richmond 
Proposed Residential Develompent at 6433 Dyke Road 
Proposed Setbaeks and Habitat Enhancement 
December OS, 2012 Page 2 of 3 

ornamental vegetation and manicured lawns. A pedestrian pathway has been constructed along 
the top-of-bank on adjacent properties. 

Proposed Works, Setbacks and Riparian Enhancements 

Please refer to the Landscape Plan, included as Attaciunenl C. 

The Proponent proposes to construct a residential duplex on the Property. The Property occurs 
within an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) associated with the drainage along the south 
extent. As per the City of Richmond (City)'s Riparian Areas Regulation (RAR) Response 
Strategy, a 15 metre (m) Environmental Management Area (EMA) would be applied to this 
drainage. Instead, Envirowest proposes to utilize the detailed assessment methodology of the 
provincial RAR associated with a fish -bearing channelized stream, which applies a 10m setback. 
A variance to the 10m setback by approximately 2 m would be required. Habitat enhancements 
are proposed to offset the setback variance. Enhancements would comprise clearing of invasive 
blackberry and scotch broom and planting native shrubs within the proposed setback. As 
depicted in the planting plan, additional plantings east of the proposed building would further 
offset the 2 m variance to the proposed setback. Shrub species were selected in accordance with 
the provisions of the City's "Criteria for the Protection of Environmentally Sensitive Areas" 
design manual. The planted riparian assemblage would contribute nutrient inputs and 
temperature regulation to downstream reaches of the watercou rse. 

Additional measures to protect the EMA throughout the works would be followed . These 
include fo llowing Best Management Practices! for works adjacent to the watercourse. 

I BC Ministry of Water , Land and Air Protection. 2004. Standards and Best Practices for instream Works. 
Produced by Biodiversity Branch of the Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection. Victoria, Be. 168p. 

PLN - 231

Mr. Andrew Appleton, City of Ricllmond 
Proposed Residential Develompent at 6433 Dyke Road 
Proposed Setbacks and Habitat Enhancement 
December 2012 20f3 

ornamental vegetation and manicw-ed lawns. A pedestrian pathway has been constructed along 
the top-of-bank on adjacent properties. 

Proposed Works, Setbacks and Riparian Enhancements 

Please refer to the Landscape Plan, included as Attachment C. 

The Proponent proposes to construct a residential duplex on the Property. The Property occurs 
within an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) associated with the drainage along the south 
extent. As per the City of Richmond (City)'s Riparian Areas Regulation (RAR) Response 
Strategy, a 15 metre (m) Environmental Management Area (EMA) would be applied to this 
drainage. Instead, Envirowest proposes to utilize the detailed assessment methodology of the 
provincial RAR associated with a fish~bearing channelized stream, which applies a 10 m setback. 
A variance to the 10m setback by approximately 2 m would be requ ired. Habitat eruJancements 
are proposed to offset the setback variance. Enhancements would comprise clearing of invasive 
blackberry and scotch broom and planting native shrubs within the proposed setback. As 
depicted in the planting plan, additional plantings east ofthe proposed building would further 
offset the 2 m variance to the proposed setback. Shrub species were selected in accordance with 
the provisions of the City's "Criteria for the Protection of EnvirorunentaJly Sensitive Areas" 
design manual. The planted riparian assemblage would contribute nutrient inputs and 
temperature regulation to downstream reaches oUhe watercourse. 

Additional measures to protect the EMA throughout the works would be followed. These 
include following Best Management Practices I for works adjacent to the watercourse. 

J BC Ministry of Water, Land and Air ProtecnoD. 2004. Standards and Best Practices for Instream Works. 
Produced bv Biodiversity Branch oflhe Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection" Victoria, Be. 168p. 



Mr. Andrew Appleton, City of Richmond 
Proposed Residential Develompent at 6433 Dyke Road 
Proposed Setbacks and Habitat Enba nce ment 
December 05, 20 12 Page 3 of 3 

The proposed duplex at 6433 Dyke Road would occur within an Env ironmentally Sensitive Area 
associated with a channel ized stream that delineates the south perimeter of the subject property. 
Consequently, a 10 metre (m) setback from the high-water mark is proposed, as per the detailed 
methodology of the provincial Riparian Areas Regulation. A 2 m variance to the 10m setback is 
requested. To offset the 2 m setback loss, riparian habitat enhancements are proposed, 
comprising planting native shrubs, to contribute nutrients and temperature regulation to 
downstream fish habitat. 

Please contact me at (604) 451 -0505 or at gibson@envirowes1.ca should yOll have comments or 
questions regarding this correspondence. 

Sincerely, 
ENVIROWEST CONSULT ANT S INC. 

M Jfth-
Christi e Gibson, B.l.T. 
Project Biologist 

CWG 

Attachments: 

A. Aerial Representation 
B. Site Photographs 
C. Envirowest Drawing No. 1750-01 -0 I "Landscape Plan" (December 04, 2012) 

Copy: Johnny Leung 
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Mr. Alldrew Appleton. City of Richmond 
Proposed Residential Develompent at 6433 Dyke Road 
Proposed Setbacks and Habitat Eu.hancement 
Oecember 05, 2012 Page 3 of3 

The proposed duplex at 6433 Dyke Road would occur wilhin an Environmentally Sensitive Area 
associated with a channelized stream that delineates tbe south perimeter ofthe subject propel1y. 
Consequently, a 10 metre (m) setback from the high-water mark is proposed, as per the detailed 
methodology of the provincial Riparian Areas Regulation. A 2 m variance to the 10m setback is 
requested. To offset the 2 m setback loss, riparian habitat enhancements are proposed, 
comprising planting native shrubs, to conlTibute nutTients and temperature regulation to 
downstream fish habitat. 

Please contact me at (604) 451-0505 or at gibson@envirowesLca should you have comments or 
questions regarding this correspondence. 

Sincerely, 
ENVIROWEST CONSULT ANTS INC. 

~~lftk--
Christie Gibson, B.LT. 
Project Biologist 

CWG 

Attachments: 

A. Aerial Representation 
B. Site Photographs 
C. Envirowest Drawing No. l750-0 I ~O 1 "Landscape Plan" (December 04, 20 l2) 

Copy: Johnny Leung 
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Aerial Representation 
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ATTACHMENT A 
Aerial Reptescntation 
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2003 Air photo From City of Ridvnond. 
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REFERENCE DRAWINGS 
2003 Air photo From City of Rkl1mond. 
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Site Photographs 

PLN - 235

ATTACHMENTB 
Site Photograpbs 
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Photograph I. South view of east property line, taken from pave parking area in northeast comer; 
existing Himalayan blackberry within southeast corner proposed to be replaced with native shrubs 
(October 15, 2012). 

Photograph 2. North view of property and frontage ditch; predominant vegetation within the 
propeny is Himalayan blackberry, grasses and black cottonwood saplings; ditch vegetation 
predominated by cattail (November 05, 20 12). 

Attachment B: Site Photographs 
Mr. Andrew Appleton, City of Richmond 
Proposed Residentilll Development at 6433 Dyke Road, Richmond 
Proposed Setbacks and Riparian Enhancement December 05, 2012 
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Photograph I. Soulh view of east propeny line, taken from pave parking area in nortJlcast comer; 
existing Himalayan blackberry within southeast comer proposed to be replaced with native shrubs 
(October 15,2012). 

Photograph 2. North view of property and frontage dilch; predominant vegetation within the 
property is Himalayan blackbeny, grasses and black cottonwood sapl.ings; ditch vegetation 
predorni nSled by caltai 1 (November 05, 2012). 

A(1acbment B: Site Photographs 
Mr. Andrew Appleton, City of Richmond 
Proposed Residential Development at 6433 Dyke Road, Richmond 
Proposed Setbacks and Rip:lrillD EnhaDcement December 05,2012 



Photograph 3. West view of frontage ditch; adjacent property has pedestrian pathway, manicured 
lawn and planted ornamental species within and adjacent to the ditch (November 05, 2012). 

Photograph 4. East view of frontage ditch; predominance of Himalayan blackberry visible within 
southeast corner of property and extending around a headwall; this area proposed to be enhanced 
with native shrubs, in addition to areas within proposed setback (November 05, 2012). 

Attachment B: Site Photographs 
Mr. Andrew Appleton, C ity of Rich.mond 
Proposed Residential Development at 6433 Dyke Road, Richmond 
Proposed Setbacks and Riparian Enhan cement December OS, 20t2 

PLN - 237

Photograph 3. West view of frontage ditch; adjacent property has pedestrian pathway, manicured 
lawn and planted ornamental species within and adjacent to the ditch (November 05,2012). 

Photograph 4. East view of frontage ditch; predominance of Himalayan blackberry visible withi.n 
southeast corner ofproperty and extending around a headwall; this area proposed to be enhanced 
with native shrubs, in addition to areas within proposed setback (November 05, 2012). 

Attachment B: Site Photograpbs 
Mr. Andrew Appleton, City of Richmond 
Proposed Residential Development at 6433 Dyke Road, Richmond 
Proposed Setbacks and Riparian Enhancement December 05, 2012 



AlTACHMENT C 
Envirowcst Drawing No. 1750-01-01 "Landscape Plan" (December 04, 2012) 
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1 
ATTACHMENT C 

(December 04,2012) 
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envirowest consultants inc. 
Suite 101 -1515 Broadway Street 
Port Coquitlam. British Columbia 
Canada V3C 6M2 

604-944-0502 

June 19,2013 

Mr. Johnny Leung 
Johnny W.W. Leung Arch itect 
8879 Selki rk Street, 
Vancouver, B.C. , V6P 4J6 

Dear Sir, 

RE: 6433 DYKE ROAD, RICHMOND 
COST ESTIMATE - HABITAT AREA 

We have estimated costs associated with the landscaping oflhe Habitat Protection Area. Reference is 
made to Envirowest Drawings 1750-01 -01 Revision OI"Landscape Plan" (June 5, 2013). Items are 
summarized below not including taxes. 

Item 
Trees and Shrubs - No.2 
Labour - No.2 
Misc. (soil, seeding) 
Gravel Pathway 
Maintenance 
Monitoring 
Sub Total 

Quantity 
158 
158 
LIS 
LIS 

2 
2 

Unit Cost 
$9.00 
$5.00 

$ 1,300.00 
$3,000.00 
$1 ,000.00 

$500.00 

Pathway including Pavers would require an additional $800.00 
Total 

Total Cost 
$ 1,422.00 

$790.00 
$1,300.00 
$3,000.00 
$2,000 .00 
$1 ,000 .00 
$9,512.00 

$10,312.00 

I trust this information meets your needs. Please call me at 604-944-0502 should you have any questions. 

T CONSU LTANTS INC. 

Pete Willows 
Environmental Technician 

PJW 

copy [an Whyte 
Christie Gibson 

Envirowest Consultants Inc. 
Envirowest Consultants Inc. 

www.envirowest.ca PLN - 241

consultants inc. 

June \9,2013 

Dear 

RE: ROAD, RICHMOND 
ESTlMA TE - HABITAT AREA 

We estimated costs associated with the landscaping of the Habitat Protection Area. Reference is 
made to 1750-01-01 Revision 01 Plan" (June 5, 13). Items are 
summarized below not including taxes. 

Trees and Shrubs - No.2 
Labour No.2 

(soil, seeding) 
Pathway 

Maintenance 

Sub Total 

158 
158 
LIS 
LIS 

2 
2 

$9.00 
$5.00 

$1,300.00 
$3,000.00 
$\,000.00 

$500.00 

including Pavers wOllld require an additional 
Total 

1 trust information meets your needs. Please call1'l1e at 

T CONSULT ANTS INC. 

Pete Willows 
Technician 

PJW 

copy Whyte 
Christie Gibson 

Envirowest Consultants Inc. 
Envirowest Consultants lnc. 

$1,422.00 
$790.00 

$1,300.00 
$3,000.00 
$2,000.00 
$1,000.00 
$9,512.00 

$10,312.00 

you have any questions. 

www.envirowest.ca 



City of 
Richmond 

Address : 6433 Dyke Road 

ATTACHMENT 6 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

6911 NO. 3 Road, Richmond, Be V6Y 2C1 

File No. : RZ 13 - 631467 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 9028 , the developer is required to complete the 
fo llowing: 
I. Dedication of 27.18 m' for road along the nortiH8st frontage. 

2. Reg istration of a 0.6 In wide statutory right-of-way for public access I boulevard a long the east property line. The City 
of Ri chmond will assume maintenance and liability for the ri ght-of-way area. 

3. Submiss ion of a Habitat Restoration Plan / Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Deve lopment, and deposit o f a Landscaping Security based on 100% of the cost 
estimate prov ided by the Landscape Architect, including in stallation costs. The Landscape Plan shou ld reflect the 
recommendations of the December 5, 201 2 report as prepared by Env irowest Consulting, and match the 
recommended planting plans in the report. 

4. Submiss ion of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Qua lifi ed Environmental Professional (QEP) for 
superv ision of any on·site works conducted within the riparian setback I protection zone. The Contract should include 
the scope of work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a prov ision 
for the QEP to submit a post·construction assessment report to the City for review. 

5. Submission of a Landscaping Surviva l Security to the City in the amount of $10,312 for the gravel walkway and the 
planting to be done within the riparian area. The security shall be reta ined for two years. The City of Richmond 
Parks Department will assume maintenance and liability for the gravel walkway area. 

6. Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all trees to be retai ned as part of the development prior to 
any constructi on acti vities, including building demolition, occurring on·s ite. 

7. Discharge of Restrictivc Covenant BP005925, which specifies a minimum habitable elevation of2.6 m GSC for flood 
protect ion purposes. 

8. Registration of a flood pl ain covenant on title identify ing a minimum habitable elevation of2.9 m GSC. 

9. Registration of a 6.0 m wide statutory right·of·way for dike access along the south property line. 

10. The C ity' S acceptance of the applicant's voluntary contriblltion of$I .OO per buildable square foot of the proposed 
two·unit developments (i.e. $3,745) to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund. 

11. Submission of building pennit-ready set of house plans, in accordance with the drawings attached as Attachmen t 4 to 
the Report to Committee dated June 21, 2013. 

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
1. Submiss ion of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportati on Division. Management 

Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, appl ication for any lane closures, and 
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of 
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 0 I 570. 

2. Incorporation of accessibi lity measures in Building Pennil (BP) plans as detennined via the Rezoning and/or 
Development Pennit processes. 

3. Provi de Service Connection Designs for the proposed water, storm & sanitary connections. 

4. Obtai n a Bui lding Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporari ly 
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, add it ional City approvals and associated 
fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building Approvals 
Division at 604-276·4285. 

5. A work order will be required for any improvements within the dedicated road area for Prir.cess Lane. 

3149204 

PLN - 242

City of 
Richmond 

Address: 6433 Dyke Road 

An ACHMENT 6 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

6911 NO.3 Road, RIchmond, BC V6Y 2C1 

File No.: RZ 13 - 631467 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 9028 , the developer is required to complete the 
following: 

I. Dedication of 27.1 8 m2 for road along the north-east frontage. 

2. Registration of a 0.6 m wide statutory right~of-way for public access I boulevard along the east prope11y line. The City 
of Richmond will assume maintenance and liability for the right-of-way area. 

3. Submission of a Habitat Restoration Plan / Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Development, and deposit of a Landscaping Security based on 100% of the cost 
estimate provided by the Landscape Architect, including installation costs. The Landscape Plan should reflect the 
recommendations of the December 5,2012 report as prepared by Envirowest Consulting, and match the 
recommended planting plans in the report. 

4. Submission of a Contracl entered into between che applicant and a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) for 
supervision of anyon-site works conducted within the riparian setback I protection zone. The Contract should include 
the scope of work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision 
for the QEP to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review. 

5. Submission of a Lnndscaping Survival Security to the City in the amount of $10,312 for the gravel walkway and t.he 
plant to be done within che riparian area. The security shall be retained for two years. The City of Rjchmond 
Parks Department will assume maintenance and liability for Ule gravel walkway area. 

6. Insfallation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all trees to be retained as part of the development prior to 
ilny construction activities, including building demolition, occurring on-site. 

7. Discharge of Reslrictivc Covenant BP005925, which specifies a minimum habitable elevation of2.6 m GSC for flood 
protection pu rposes_ 

8. Registration of a flood pl,lin covenant on title identifying a minimum habitable elevation of2.9 m GSc. 

9. Registration of fl 6.0 m wide statutory right-of-way for dike access along the soutJ, property line. 

to. The Ciry's acceptance of the applicant's voluntary contribution of$I.OO per buildable square foot of the proposed 
two-unit developments (i.e. $3,745) to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund. 

II. Submission of building permit-ready set of house plans, in accordance with the drawings attached as Attachment 4 to 
the Report 10 Committee dated June 21, 2013. 

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements: 

I. Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Management 
Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and 
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of 
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

2. lncorporation of ity measures in Building Pennir (I3P) plans as determined via the Rewning and/or 
Development Permit processes. 

3. Provide Service Connection Designs for the proposed water, stonn & sanitary connections. 

4. Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. [f construction hoarding is required to temporarily 
occupy a public the nil' space above a public street, or any part thereol~ additional City approvals and associated 
fees may be required as part of the Building PemliL For additional infolll1alion, contact the Building Approvals 
Division at 604-276-4285. 

5. A work order will be required for any improvements within the dedicated road area for Princess Lane. 

311.49104 
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Note: 

• 
• 

This requires a separate application. 

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants 
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 2 19 of the Land Title Act. 

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the 
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of Ihe appropriate 
bylaw. 

The preceding agreemenlS shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent"charges, leiters of 
cred it and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a 
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

• Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agrcement(s) and/or Development Pcm1it(s), 
and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited 10, site 
investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, dril ling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading, 
ground densificalion or other activities thaI may rcsult in seulement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and 
private utility infrastructurc. 

Signed Date 

38492{l4 

PLN - 243

- 2 -

Note: 

* This a separate app I i cal ion. 

• Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as covenants 
oflhe property owner but also as covenants to Section 219 of the Land Title Act. 

LO be in the Land Tille Office shall have over all such and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director All agreements 10 be in the Land Title Office shall, unless Ibe 
Director of Development determines in the Land Title Office prior 10 enactment of Ihe ft,,,,,,..,, ... ,r. 
bylaw. 

The preceding agreem~n!.S shall provide to the City including leiters of 
credit and withholding perm il.S, as deemed necessary or advi~able by the Director of Development. A II agreements shall be in a 
rorm and content satisfactory 10 the Director of DevelopmelH. 

• Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's 
BUilding Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be 

testing, 
densification or other ..... 1.""" .... 
uti lil)' infrastructure. 

Signed 

and/or Development 
including, but not limited to, site 

shoring, piling, 
damage or nuisance to 



City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9028 (RZ 13 - 631467) 

6433 Dyke Road 

Bylaw 9028 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as fol lows: 

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by: 

16.4 

16.4.1 

16.4.2 

16.4.3 

16.4.4 

16.4.5 

J 6.4.6 

3841 061 

I. [nserting the fo llowing after Section 16.3: 

Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) - London Landing (Steveston) 

Purpose 

'Tne zone provides for a heritage-style two-unit dwelling. 

Permitted Uses 
• housing, two-unit 

Secondary Uses 
• boarding and lodging 
• home business 

Permitted Density 

1. The maximum density is one two-unit housing unit. 

2. The maximwn floor area ratio is 0.70, together with 0.1 floor area ratio which 
must be used exclusively for covered areas of the principal building which are open 
on one or more sides. 

Permitted Lot Coverage 

1. The maximwn lot co,'cragc is 50% for buildings. 

2. No more than 80% of a lot may be occupied by buildings, structures and non-
porous surfaces. 

3. 20% of the lot area is restricted to landscaping with live plant materiaL 

Yards & Setbacks 

1, The minimum front yard is 6.5 m, except that entry stairs my project into the front 
yard for a distance of no more than 1.5 m. 

2. The minimum west side yard is 3.0 m. 

3. The minimum east side ya rd is 2.2 m, except that entry stairs may project into the 
east side ya rd by no more than 1.0 m. 

PLN - 244

City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Bylaw 9028 (RZ 13 - 631467) 
6433 Dyke Road 

The of the City 0 f Richmond, in open meeting assembled~ enacts as f01 

Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by: 

L Inserting the foHowing after Section 16.3: 

Bylaw 9028 

1 Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) - London Landing (Steveston) 

16.4.1 Purpose 

zone provides for a beritage~style two-unit dwemng. 

1 Permitted Uses 
• honsing, two-unit 

Uses 

• bOiu'ding and lodging 

• home 

Density 

I. The maximlun density is one two-unit bousing unit. 

2. ma'(imlun floor area ratio is 0.70, togetller with 0.1 floor area 
must used exclusively covered areas of the principal building 
on one or more 

16.4.6 Yards & 

1: minimum front yard is 6.5 m, except that entry stairs my project into the front 
yard a distance of no more than 1.5 m. 

2. west side yard is 3.0 ro. 

3. east yard is m, except that entry stairs may project into the 
yard by no more than 1.0 m. 



Bylaw 9028 Page 2 

16.4.7 

16.4.8 

16.4.9 

4. The minimum north-east side yard is 1.5 m. 

5. The minimum rear yard is 6.0 m. 

6. Porches, balconies, bay windows, and cantilevered r oofs forming part of the 
principal building may project into the exterior side yard and side yard for a 
distance of not more than 0.6 m. 

Permitted Heights 

1. The maximum height for principal buildings is 12.5 m, but containing not more 
than 2 habitable storeys. 

2. The maximum height for accessory structures is 4.0 m. 

Subdivision ProvisionslMinimum Lot Size 

1. The minimum lot area is 500.0 m2. 

2. There are no minimum frontage, lot width or lot depth requirements . 

Landscaping & Screening 

1. Landscaping and screening shall be provided according to the provisions of 
Section 6.0. 

16.4.10 On-site Pa rking & Loading 

16.4.11 

3841061 

1. On-site vehicle and bicycle parking and loading shall be provided according to the 
standards set out in Section 7.0. 

Other Regulations 

I. In addition to the regulations listed above, the General Development Regulations in 
Section 4.0 and the Specific Use Regulations in Section 5.0 apply." 

2. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of 
Richrnond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repeaJing the existing zoning 
designation of the following area and by designating it HERITAGE TWO-UNIT 
DWELLING (ZD4) - LONDON LANDING (STEVESTON). 

P. l.D. 024-669-750 
Lot 4 Section 18 Block 3 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
LMP44643 

PLN - 245

Bylaw 9028 2 

16.4.7 

16.4.8 

16.4.9 

The north-east yard is 1.5 m. 

5. minimum rear yard is 6.0 roo 

balconies, bay windows, and 
building may into the for a 

of not more thall 0.6 m. 

Permitted Heights 

1. maximum height principal buildings is J m, but containing not more 
2 habitable storeys. 

2. height structm'es is m. 

Subdivision Provisionsl.Minimum Lot Size 

1. minimum lot area is 500.0 m2
. 

2. are no minimum frontage, lot width or lot depth requirements. 

--... --.... & 

1. and shall be according to provisions of 

16.4.10 On-site Parking & Loading 

1. vehicle and 
set out in 

parking and 
7.0. 

shaH be provided 

16.4.11 Other Regulations 

3841061 

I. 

2. Zoning Map of of Richmond, part of 
Riclunond Zoning 8500, is amended by repealing zoning 
designation of the following area and by designating it HERlT AGE TWO-UNIT 
DWELLING (ZD4) LONDON LANDING (STEVESTON). 

024-669-750 
4 Section 18 

LMP44643 
3 North 6 West New District 



Bylaw 9028 Page 3 

3. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
9028". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER CONDITIONS SA TISFlED 

ADOPTED 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: July 4, 2013 

File: RZ 11-566630 

Re: Application by Dava Developments Ltd. for Rezoning at 2671 , 2711 , 2811 , 2831 , 
2851,2911,2931 , 2951 , 2971 and 2991 No. 3 Road from Light Industrial (IL) to 
Auto-Oriented Commercial (CA) 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That Official Conununity Plan Bylaws 71 00 and 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9041 , to faci litate 
the construction of commercial uses on the subject site, by: 

a) In Schedule 1, amending the existing land use designation in Attachment 1 (City of 
Richmond 2041 ocp Land Use Map) to redesignate the block bounded by River Road, 
No.3 Road, Bridgeport Road, and the rear lane, including the subject site, from "Park" to 
"Commercial"; and 

b) In Schedule 2.10 (City Centre), amending the ex isting land use designation in the 
Generalized Land Use Map (203 1), Specific Land Use Map: Bridgeport Vi llage (203 1), 
and reference maps throughout the Plan to redesignate the block bounded by River Road, 
No.3 Road, Bridgeport Road, and the rear lane, including the subject site, from "Park" to 
"Urban Centre T5 (45 m)"; to introduce the extens ion of minor Douglas Street from 
No.3 Road to River Road; and to amend the area designated for park purposes within the 
Bridgeport Village area; together with related minor map and text amendments; 

be introduced and given first reading. 

2. That Bylaw 904 1, having .been considered in conjunction with: 

• the City's Financial Plan and Capital Program; 
• the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste Management 

Plans; 

is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in accordance with 
Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act. 

3. That Bylaw 9041 , having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation 
Consultation Policy 5043 , is hereby deemed not to require further consultation. 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: July 4, 2013 

File: RZ 11-566630 

Re: Application by Dava Developments Ltd. for Rezoning at 2671,2711,2811,2831, 
2851, 2911,2931,2951,2971 and 2991 No.3 Road from Light Industrial ell) to 
Auto-Oriented Commercial (CAl 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That Official Community Plan Bylaws 7100 and 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9041, to facilitate 
the construction of corrunercial uses on the subject site, by: 

a) In Schedule 1, amending the existing land use designation in Attachment 1 (City of 
Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use Map) to redesignate the block botmded by River Road, 
No.3 Road, Bridgeport Road, and the rear lane, including the subject site, from "Park" to 
"Corrunercial"~ and 

b) In Schedule 2.10 (City Centre), amending the existing land use designation in the 
Generalized Land Use Map (2031), Specific Land Use Map: Bridgeport Village (2031), 
and reference maps throughout the Plan to redesignate the block bounded by River Road, 
No.3 Road, Bridgeport Road, and the rear lane, including the subject site, from "Park" to 
"Urban Centre T5 (45 m)"; to introduce the extension of minor Douglas Street from 
No.3 Road to River Road; and to amend the area designated for park purposes within the 
Bridgeport Village area; together with related minor map and text amendments; 

be introduced and given first reading. 

2. That Bylaw 9041, having .been considered in conjunction with: 

• the City's Financial Plan and Capital Program; 
• the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste Management 

Plans; 

is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in accordance with 
Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act. 

J. That Bylaw 904], having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation 
Consul1ation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to require further consultation. 
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4. That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9042, which makes minor 
amendments to the" CA" zone specific to 2671, 2711 , 2811, 2831, 285 1, 29 11, 2931,2951, 
2971 and 2991 No.3 Road and rezones that property from "Light Industrial (IL)" to "Auto­
Oriented Commercial (CA)", be introduced and given first reading. 

5. That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 8479, be 
abandoned. 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Dava Developments Ltd. has applied to the City offuchmond to rezone 2671, 2711 , 2811, 283 1, 
2851, 2911, 2931, 2951 , 2971and 2991 No.3 Road in the City Centre's Bridgeport Village from 
Light Industrial (IL) to Auto-Oriented Commercial (CA) to pennit the construction of a low rise 
low density commercial development (Attachments t & 2). More specifically, the proposed 
rezoning provides for the subdivision of the subject site into two (2) lots separated by a new 
public street (Douglas Street) and the construction of two commercial two-storey buildings 
totalling approximately 2,360 m2 (25,400 tt''). 

The application includes amendments to the 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) and City 
Centre Area Plan (CCAP) to amend the land use designation of the entire block bounded by 
Bridgeport Road to the south, No.3 Road to the east, River Road to the north, and a rear lane to 
the west and to amend the area designated for park purposes within the Bridgeport Village area. 
The block includes the subject site and the neighbouring site to the north at 2651 No.3 Road 
(Attach ment 3). 

The application also includes a recommendation to abandon Richmond Official Community Plan 
Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 8479, to relocate the CCAP park designation from the entire 
block noted above, eastward to Smith Street. The Bylaw received first reading on April 14, 
2009, but fai led to receive support at the Public Hearing on June 21, 2010, and is rendered 
obsolete as a resu lt of the subject rezoning application and associated OCP amendments. 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is 
attached (Attachment 4). 

Surrounding Development 

The subject site is situated in the Bridgeport Village - a transitional City Centre area des ignated 
for medium-density, mid and high-rise, business, entertainment, hospitality, arts, transportation 
hub uses. The Bridgeport Village also includes a pedestrian-oriented retail high street along No. 
3 Road and an industrial reserve east of Great Canadian Way. The subject shallow site is vacant, 
but contains a significant London Plane tree and the Canada Line overhead guide way, 
supporting columns and associated substation. Development in the vicinity of the subject site 
includes: 

To the North: a strata-titled one-storey light industrial building zoned Light Industrial (IL). 
Further north, across River Road, is the casino parking structure. 

To the East: across No.3 Road, is a mix of low rise industrial uses zoned Light Industrial (IL). 

To the South: across Bridgeport Road, a rezoning application is under review (RZ 13-628557) 
for a mid-rise mixed-use development at 8320, 8340, 8440 Bridgeport Road and 8311, 
835 1 Sea Island Way. 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Dava Developments Ltd. has appLied to the City of Richmond to rezone 2671,2711,2811,2831, 
2851,2911,2931,2951, 297land 2991 No.3 Road in the City Centre's Bridgeport Village from 
Light Industrial (lL) to Auto-Oriented Commercial (CA) to permit the construction of a low rise 
low density commercial development (Attachments 1 & 2). More specificaJly, the proposed 
rezoning provides for the subdivision o[the subject site into two (2) lots separated by a new 
public street (Douglas Street) and the construction of two commercial two-storey buildings 
totalling approximately 2,360 m2 (25,400 fI?). 

The application includes amendments to the 2041 Official COlnmunit)' Plan (OCP) and City 
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The block includes the subject site and the neighbouring site to the north at 2651 No.3 Road 
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The application also includes a recommendation to abandon Richmond Official Community Plan 
Bylaw 7100., Amendment Bylaw 8479, to relocate the CCAP park designation from the entire 
block noted above, eastward to Smith Street. The Bylaw received first reading on April 14, 
2009, but failed to receive support at the Public Hearing on June 21, 20lO, and is rendered 
obsolete as a result of the subject rezoning application and associated OCP amendments. 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is 
attached (Attachment 4). 

Surrounding Development 

The subject site is situated in the Bridgeport ViHage - a transitional City Centre area designated 
for medium-density, mid and high-rise, business, entertainment, hospitality, arts, transportation 
hub uses. The Bridgeport Village also includes a pedestrian-oriented retail high street along No. 
3 Road and an industrial reserve east of Great Canadian Way. The subject shallow site is vacant, 
but contains a significant London Plane tree and the Canada Line overhead guide way, 
supporting columns and associated substation. Development in the vicinity of the subject site 
includes: 
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Further north, across River Road, is the caslno parking structure. 

To the East: across No.3 Road, is a mix of low rise industrial uses zoned Light 1ndustrial (lL). 
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for a mid-rise mixed-use development at 8320, 8340, 8440 Bridgeport Road and 8311, 
835) Sea Island Way. 
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To the West: across the rear lane, is a mix of low rise industrial uses zoned Light Industrial (IL). 
Further west, across River Road, a rezoning application is under review (RZ 12-598 104) for a 
multi -phase mixed-use development cfup to 4 mi ll ion square feet offlaor space on the land and 
foreshore at Duck Island (River Road); 8351 River Road and 8411, 8431, 8451 West Road. 

Related Policies & Studies 

Development of the subject site is affected by the City Centre Area Plan (CCAP) and r~lated 
policies (e.g. Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development). An overview ofthese policies is provided 
in the "Analysis" section of this report. 

Consultation & Public Input 

a) Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure (MOTI): Consultation with MOTI is required 
due to the proximity of Bridgeport Road, a roadway under Provincial jurisdiction. MOTI 
staff have reviewed the proposal on a preliminary basis and final MOTI approval is required 
prior to rezoning adoption. 

b) Ministry of Environment (MOE): Thc Ministry of Environment (MOE) has issued 
instruments indicating that the subject site is not contaminated in that standards for 
commercial land use have been met. 

c) South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority (TransLink): The applicant has 
entered into a fomlal review process with Translink regarding the development proposal and 
associated Servicing Agreement for public road and infrastructure works. Translink staff 
have advised that fonnal comments will be provided to the City when the review is complete. 
Final confinnation that Translink does not have concerns associated with the development 
proposal is required prior to rezoning adoption. 

d) School District: This application was not referred to School District No. 38 (Richmond) 
because it does not include any residential uses . According to OCP Bylaw Preparation 
Consultation Policy 5043, which was adopted by Council and agreed to by the 
School District, residential developments which generate less than 50 school aged children 
do not need to be referred to the School District (e.g., typically around 295 multiple-family 
housing units). This application does not include any dwell ing units as new residential uses 
are prohibited in tlus CCAP high aircraft noise area. 

e) Neighbours: The applicant has consulted with its neighbours along No.3 Road and across the 
rear lane, regarding the subject development and the proposal to block the lane connection to 
Bridgeport Road. No concerns have been received. 

f) General Public: Signage is posted on-site to notify the public of the subject application. At 
the time of writing this report, no correspondence regarding the subject application had been 
received. The statutory Public Hearing will provide local property owners and other 
interested parties with additional opportunity to comment. 
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To the West: across the rear lane, is a mix of low rise industrial uses zoned Light Industrial (1L). 
Further wes.t, across River Road, a rezoning application is under review (RZ 12-598104) for a 
multi-phase mixed-use development of up to 4 million square feet offioor space on the land and 
foreshore at Duck Island (River Road); 835l River Road and 8411, 8431, 8451 West Road. 

Related Policies & Studies 

Development of the subject site is affected by the City Centre Area Plan (CCAP) and related 
policies (e. g. Aircrafl Noise Sensitive Development). An overview of these policies is provided 
in the "Analysis" section of this report. 

Consultation & Public Input 

a) Ministry of Transportatioo & Infrastructure (MOTI): Consultation with MOIL is required 
due to the proximity of Bridgeport Road, a roadway tmder Provincial jurisdiction. MOTI 
staff have reviewed the proposal 01) a preliminary basis and fmal MOTf approval is required 
prior to rezoning adoption. 

b) Ministry ofEnvironm.ent (MOE): 'TI1e Ministry of Environroent (MOE) has issued 
instruments indicating that the subject site is not contaminated in that standards for 
commercial land use have been met. 

c) South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority (TransLink): The applicant bas 
entered into a fonnal review process with Translink regarding the development proposal and 
associated Servicing Agreement for public road and infrastructure works. Translink staff 
have advised that fonnal conunents will be provided to the City when ti1e review is complete. 
Final confirmation that Translink does not have concerns associated with the development 
proposal is required prior to rezoning adoption. 

d) School District: Tllis application was not referred to School District No. 38 (Richmond) 
because it does not include any residential uses. According to OCP Bylaw Preparation 
Consultation Policy 5043, which was adopted by Council and agreed to by the 
School District, residential developments which generate less than 50 school aged children 
do not need to be referred to the School District (e.g., typically around 295 multiple-family 
housing units). This application does not include any dwelling units as new residential uses 
are prohibited in this CCAP high aircraft noise area. 

e) Neighbours: The applicant has consulted with its neighbours along No.3 Road and across the 
rear lane, regarding the subject development and the proposal to block the lane connection to 
Bridgeport Road. No concerns have been received. 

f) General Public: Signage is posted on~site to notify the public of the subject application. At 
the time of writing this report, no correspondence regarding the subject application had been 
received. The statutory Public Hearing will provide local property owners and other 
interested parties with additional opporhmity to comment. 
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Staff Comments 

Based on staffs review of the subject application, including the developer's preliminary 
Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA), staff are supportive of the subject rezoning, provided that 
the developer fully satisfies the Rezoning Considerations (Attachment 5). 

Analysis 

Dava Developments Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond to rezone the subject 6,246.6 m2 

(1.54 ac) shallow site fronting onto No.3 Road that was part of the Canada Line land assembly, 
and sold fo r private development after the Canada Line construction was completed. The 
Canada Line alignment is located along the rear of the property and crosses over the northern 
portion of the property and then over No.3 Road. The Light Industrial (IL) zoned land is vacant 
save for the Canada Line overhead guideway, supporting columns and associated substation. 
The purpose of the OCP amendments and rezoning is to penn it the subdivision of the subject site 
into two (2) lots separated by a new public street (Douglas Street) and the construction oftwo (2) 
commercial two-storey buildings totalling approximately 2,360 m2 (25,400 ft2) (Attachment 6). 
The subject development is notable for the challenges of developing in such close proximity to 
the Canada Line and is a gateway to the development lands west of No. 3 Road along the river. 

The CCAJ> designates the Bridgeport Village for medium-density, mid- and high-rise, business, 
entertainment, hospitality, arts, transportation hub uses along with an industrial reserve east of 
Great Canadian Way and pedestrian-oriented retail high street along No.3 Road. 

The CCAP designates the entire block bounded by Bridgeport Road to the south, No. 3 Road to 
the east, River Road to the north, and a rear lane to the west, as a Neighbourhood Park (Future to 
2031). The park designation applies to the subject site and the neighbouring site to the north at 
265 1 No.3 Road. 

In 2009, staff recommended relocating the park designation from No.3 Road eastward to Smith 
Street. The associated Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 
8479, Received First Reading on April 14, 2009, but failed to receive support at the Public 
Hearing on June 21, 2010. In response to the 2009 proposal, at the Public Hearing on JlUle 21, 
2010 Council indicated that: 

• The proposed park location on Smith Street would place unreasonable hardship on existing 
small businesses. 

• It was premature to locate the park until development of the area had progressed to a point 
where the City can better understand local park needs and, based on that, where park space 
should be located. 

Staff recommend that Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment 
Bylaw 8479, be abandoned. The Bylaw failed to receive support at the Public Hearing on 
June 21, 2010, and is rendered obsolete as a result of the subject rezoning application. 

3898754 PLN - 251

July 4,2013 - 5 - RZ 11-566630 

Staff Comments 

Analysis 

III 

389!l15~ 

subject application, including the developer's 
(TIA), staff are supportive of the subject 
Rezoning Considerations (Attachment 

has applied to the City of Richmond to rezone 
onto No.3 Road that was part the '--'U1ua,-"a 

" ..... uv,'" after the Canada Line construction was 
",""a.'''V along the rear of the property 

over No.3 Road. The Light 
guideway, supporting columns 

amendments and rezoning is to pennit the 
by a new public street (Douglas Street) 

_~._." ..... ,~ total1ing approximately 2,360 m2 

is notable for the challenges 
is a gateway to the development lands west 

the Bridgeport Village for medium-density. 
transportation hub uses along with an 

Way and pedestrian-oriented retail high street along 

that 

business, 

the entire block bounded by Bridgeport Road to south, No.3 Road to 
to the north, and a rear lane to the west, as a Neighbourhood Park (Future to 

applies to the subject site and the neighbouring to the oorth at 

relocating the park designation fTom No.3 
Riclunond Official Community Plan Bylaw 00, 

"-'"' .... ~UAA .. on April 14,2009, but failed to 
to the 2009 at the 

to Smith 
Bylaw 

Public 

prc\gn!ss(!o to a 
where park space 

that Richmond Official Comrnunjty Plan 7100, Amendment 
be abandoned. The Bylaw failed to support the Public Hearing on 

10, and is rendered obsolete as a result of v,uU'UUjl5 application. 



July 4, 2013 -6- RZ 11 -566630 

Based on Council's comments, staff recommend that the existing park designation along the west 
side of No. 3 Road be replaced with an "orange diamond" to indicate "Neighbourhood Park 
(Future to 2013) - Configuration & Location to be Determined". An "orange diamond" would 
be added to the Bridgeport Village map in the vicinity of No. 3 Road. The configuration, 
location and timing of the park will depend on the level oflocal development activity and related 
park demand. 

The current "Park" designation along the west side ofNa. 3 Road will be removed and the 
affected lots will be designated as per the existing designation of adjacent lands to the north, 
south, east and west: 

• To "Commercial" in the City of Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use Map. 

• To "Urban Centre '1'5 (45 m)" (2 FAR) and "Village CentTe Bonus" (\ FAR) in the CCAP. 

The CCAP is also proposed to be amended to extend a portion of Douglas Street as a minor 
street through the site, particularly from No.3 Road to River Road. This road will be 
instmmental in servicing the future development potential of the waterfront lands to the west. 

StaWs review of the proposed development shows it to be consistent with City policies and 
supportive CCAP objectives for the Bridgeport Village, as indicated below: 

a) Sustainable Development: 

• District Ellergy Utility (DEU): The small low density site is not requiIed to be "DEU­
ready" as the estimated heating demand (primary demand would be cooling) would be 
too low to make it economical at this time. 

• Leaderl·hip ill Energy alld Ell vironmelltal Design (LEED) : The CCAP requires that all 
rezoning applications greater than 2,000 m2 in size demonstrate compliance with LEED 
Silver (equivalency) or better, paying particular attention to features significant to 
Riclunond (e.g., green roofs, urban agTiculture, DEU, storm water management/quality). 
The developer has agreed to comply with this policy and will demonstrate this at 
Development Pennit stage. 

• Tree Protection: Richmond's Tree Protection Bylaw is intended to sustain a viable urban 
forest by protecting trees with a minimum diameter of20 cm dbh (i.e. 1.4 m above grade) 
from being unnecessarily removed and setting replanting requirements. The developer's 
proposal satisfies the City policy, as they have agreed to save the only existing tree on the 
site, the significant London Plane at the intersection of No. 3 Road and Bridgeport Road. 
The tree is large (approximately 1.2 m dbh), in excellent health and a highly visible 
location. Confi rmation ofa contract with a registered Arborist for the protection of the 
tree is a requirement ofrezoning. The Arbonst needs to be involved in any planned work 
within the trees' dripline. 
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Based on Counci 1 's comments, staff recommend that the existing park designation along the west 
side of No. 3 Road be replaced with an "orange diamond" to indicate ''Neighbourhood Park 
(Future to 2013) - Configuration & Location to be Detennined", An "orange diamond" would 
be added to the Bridgeport Village map in the vicinity of No. 3 Road. The configuration, 
location and timing of the park will depend on the level of local development activi ty and related 
park demand. 

The current "Park" designation along the west side of No. 3 Road will be removed and the 
affected lots v·rill be designated as per the existing designation of adjacent lands to the north, 
south, east and west: 

• To "Commercial" in the City of Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use Map. 

• To "Urban Centre T5 (45 m)" (2 FAR) and "Village Centre Bonus" (I FAR) in the CCAP. 

The CCAP is also proposed to be amended to extend a portion of Douglas Street as a minor 
street tluough the site, particularly from NO.3 Road to River Road. This road will be 
instrumental in servicing the future development potential of the waterfront lands to the west. 

Staffs review of the proposed development shows it to be consistent with City policies and 
supportive CCAP objectives for the Bridgeport Village, as indicated below: 

a) Sustainable DeVelopment: 

• District Energy Utility (DEl!): The small low density site is not Tequired to be "DEU­
ready" as the estimated healing demand (primary demand would be cooling) would be 
too low to make it economical at this time. 

• Leadership in Energy alld Environmental Design (LEED): The CCAP requires that all 
rezoning applications greater than 2,000 m2 in size demonstrate compJiance with LEED 
Sliver (equivalency) or better, paying particular attention to features significant to 
Riclunond (e.g., green roofs, urban agriculture, DEU, storm water management/quality). 
The developer has agreed 10 comply with this policy and will demonstrate this at 
Development Permit stage. 

• Tree Protection: Richmond's Tree Protection Bylaw is intended to sustain a viable urban 
forest by protecting trees with a minimum diameter of20 em dbh (i.e. 1.4 m above grade) 
from being unnecessarily removed and set1ing replanting requirements. The developer's 
proposal satisfies the City policy, as they have agreed to save the only existing tree on the 
site, the significant London Plane at the intersection of No. 3 Road and Bridgeport Road. 
The tree is large (approximately 1.2 m dbh), in excellent health and a highly visible 
location. Confinnation of a contract with a registered Arborist for the protection of the 
tTee is a requirement of rezoning. TIle Arborist needs to be involved in any planned work 
within the trees' dripline. 
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• Floo" Managemellt Strategy: In accordance with the City's Flood Plain Designation and 
Protection Bylaw 8204, the commercial development will have a minimum elevation of 
0.3 m above the crown of the fronting street to maintain accessibility and commercial 
vibrancy along this shallow site. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant is a 
requirement of rezoning. 

• A ircraft Noise Sellsitive Development (ANSD): The subject site is situated within ANSD 
"Area Ja", which prohibits new ANSD uses (e.g. residential , child care), and requires that 
a restrictive covenant he registered on title, including infomtation to address aircraft 
noise mitigation and public awareness. The proposed development complies with the 
policy. Registration of an aircraft noise indemnity covenant is a requirement ofrezoning. 

b) Public Art: The deve loper has agreed to participate in the City's Public Art Program. A 
voluntary contribution of approximately $12,156, based on $0.41 per buildable square foot, 
to the City's Public Art fund as a condition of rezoning. 

c) Infrastructure Improvements: The City requires the coordinated design and construction of 
private development and City infrastructure with the aim of implementing cost-effective 
solutions to serving the needs of Richmond's rapidly growing City Centre. In light of this, 
staff recommend and the developer has agreed to the following: 

• Road Network Improvements: the developer shall be responsib le for road dedications 
and statutory right-or-ways (e.g., new Douglas Road, No.3 Road widening, functional 
rear lane); the design and construction of: new Douglas Road, a functional rear lane, 
extension of bike routes and pedestrian walkways, pre-ducling for a signal at No.3 Road 
and Douglas Street; and traffic signal improvements for an added advanced southbound 
left tum signal phase at No.3 Road and Sea Island Way. 

• Engineering Improvements: The developer shall be responsible for the design and 
construction of required storm sewer upgrade, pre-ducting for private utilities, servicing 
of road works, coordination of works with MOTI, Kinder Morgan and Translink, and 
related improvements, as determined to the satisfaction of the City. 

• The developer is required to enter into a Servicing Agreement for the design and 
construction of the required road network and engineering works prior to rezoning 
adoption. Opportunities for Development Cost Cbarge (DCC) credits will be reviewed 
as pan of the SA. 

d) Form of Development: The developer proposes to construct a two-storeY,low density, 
commercial development, including ground level retai l on a prominent site located in the 
Bridgeport Village. The site will be subdivided by the new Douglas Street. The site includes 
significant Canada Line infrastructure, including a substation, and guideway with supporting 
columns running along the west edge of the site and crossing over the north edge of the site. 
The developer's proposed fonn of development generally conforms to the CCAP and its 
Development Permit (DP) guidelines although at a significantly lower density to address the 
constraints and opportunities of its site. 
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.. FLood lI/lanagemeIFt Sirategy: In accordance with the City's Flood Plain Designation and 
Protection Bylaw 8204, the commercial development will have a minimum elevation of 
0.3 m above the crown of the fronting street to maintain accessibility and commercial 
vibrancy along this shaJlow site. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant is a 
requirement of rezoning. 

.. Aircraft Noise Sensilive Deyelopmenl (ANSD): The subject site is situated within ANSD 
"Area Ja", which prohibits new ANSD uses (e.g. residential, child and requires that 
a restrictive covenant be registered on title, including information to address aircraft 
noise mitigation and public awareness. proposed development complies with the 
policy. Rcg1slration of an aircraft noise indemnity covenant is a requirement of rezoning. 

b) Public Art: The developer has agreed to participate jn the City's Public Ali Program. A 
vol untary cOn[rl bution of approximately $12,156, based on $0.41 per buj ldable square foot, 
to the City's Public Art fund as a condition of rezoning. 

c) The City requires the coordinated 
private City infrastructure with the aim of' cost-effective 
solutions to serving tbe needs of Richmond's rapidly blTowing City Centre. In light of tllis, 
51aff recommend and the developer has agreed to the fotlowi ng: 

• Road Network Improvements: the developer shall be responsible for road dedications 
and statutory right-of-ways (e.g., new Douglas Road, No.3 Road widening, functional 
rear lane); the . and construction of: new Douglas Road, a functional rear lane, 
extension of bike routes and pedestrian wallevv'ays, pre-duering for a signal at No.3 Road 
and Douglas Street; and traffic signal improvements for an added advanced southbound 
left tum signal phase at No.3 Road and Sea Island Way. 

.. Engineering Improvements: The developer shaH be responsible for the design and 
construction of required storm sewer upgrade, pre-ducting for private utilities, servicing 
of road works, coord ination of works WI th MOTT, Kinder Morgan Rnd T ranslink, and 
related improvements, as determined to the satisfaction of the City. 

.. The developer is required to enter into a Servicing Agreement for the design and 
construction of the required road network and engineering prior to rezoning 
adoption. Opportunities for Development Cost Cbarge (DCC) will be reviewed 
as part of the SA. 

d) [-onn of Development: The developer proposes to construct a two-storey, low density, 
commercial development, including blTound level retail on a prominent site located in the 
Bridgeport Village. The site will be subdivided by the new Douglas Street. The site includes 
significant Canada Line infrastructure, including a substation, and guideway with suppOlting 
columns nmning along the west edge of the site and crossing over the north edge of the site. 
The developer's proposed form of development generaHy confonns to the CCAP and its 
Development Permit (DP) guidelines although at a significantly lower density to address the 
constraints and opportuni ties of its si te. 
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Development Permit COP) approval to the satisfaction of the Director of Development for the 
proposal is required prior to rezoning adoption. At OP stage, among other things, the 
following will be addressed: 

• Detailed architectural, landscaping and open space design. 

• Explore opportunities to create vibrant rctail streetscape that contribute to the animation, 
pedestrian-amenity, and commercial success of the development and its surroundings. 

• Refine decorative rooftop concept, taking into consideration how the low two-storey 
rooftop will be viewed from Canada Line trains and future potential surrounding tallcr 
development. 

• Demonstration af LEED Silver (equivalency) or better. 

• Identified minimum 6.7 m internal drive aisle width triggers a variance that is supported 
by Transportation based on the modest size of the development and associated amount of 
traffic generated. 

• Vehicle and bicycle parking; truck loading; garbage, recycling and food scraps storage 
and collection; and private utility servicing. 

e) Zoning Bylaw Amendment The CCAP identifies new roads that are to be secured as 
voluntary developer contributions via Richmond's development approval processes. In cases 
where such roads are not el igible for financial compensation via the Development Cost 
Charge (DCC) program, such as in the case for the subject application, the CCAP permits 
those roads to be dedicated without any reduction to the developer's buildable floor area. In 
order to implement thi s CCAP policy in respect to the new portion of Douglas Street west of 
No.3 Road, as part of the subject rezoning, minor amendments are proposed to the CA zone 
specific to the subject site to allow for a higher density after road dedication. 

1) Community Planning: As per CCAP policy, the developer proposes to voluntari ly contribute 
approximately $7,412, based on $0.25 per buildable square foot, to the City's community 
planning reserve fund. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 
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Conclusion 

The subject development is consistent with Riclunond ' s objectives for the Bridgeport Vi llage, as 
set out in the City Centre Area Plan ceCAP) and proposed OCP amendments. The proposed 
low-rise project, pedestrian-oriented streetscapes, intersection improvements, Douglas Road 
extension and frontage improvements fo r pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles will assist in making 
Bridgeport Village a transit-oriented, urban community_ On this basis, staff recommend support 
for the subject rezoning and related bylaws. 

Sara Badyal, M. Arch, MCIP, RPP 
Planner 2 

SB:kt 

Attachments 
1. Location Map 
2. Aerial Photograph 

/' 

T rry Crowe 
Manager, Policy Planning 

3. City Centre Area Plan Specific Land Use Map: Bridgeport Village (2031) 
4. Development Application Data Sheet 
5. Rezoning Considerations 
6. Development Concept 
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Conclusion 

The subject development is consistent with Richmond's objectives for the Bridgeport Village, as 
set out in the City Centre Area Plan (CCAP) and proposed OCP amendments. The proposed 
low-rise project, pedestrian-oriented streetscapes, intersection improvements, Douglas Road 
extension and frontage improvements for pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles will assist in making 
Bridgeport Village a transit-oriented, urban community. On this basis, staff recommend support 
for the subject rezoning and related bylaws. 

Sara Badyal, M. Arch, MClP, RPP 
Planner 2 
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RZ 11-566630 Attachment 3 
City Centre Area Plan, Specific Land Use Map: Bridgeport Village (2031) 
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City Centre Area Plan, Specific Land Use Map: Bridgeport Village (2031) 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Appl icat ions Division 

RZ 11 ·566630 Attachment 4 

Address: 2671 , 2711 , 2811 , 2831 , 2851 , 291 1, 2931 , 2951, 2971 and 2991 NO.3 Road 

Applicant Dava Developments Ltd. 

Planning Area(s) : Bridgeport Village (City Centre) 

I Existing Proposed 

Owner: 
675249 B.C. Ltd ., Same Inc. No. BC0675249 

North Parcel : 2,555.6 m 
Site Size (m2

) : 6,246.6 m2 South Parcel: 2,953.5 m2 

Road Dedication: 737.6 m2 

Land Uses: Vacant Commercial 

OCP Designation: Park Commercial 

Area Plan Designation: Park Urban Centre T5 (4Sm) 

Zoning: Light Industrial (I Ll Auto-Oriented Commercial (CA) 

Number of Units: Nil 
Two (2) two-storey multi-unit 
commercial bUildinQs 

Bylaw Requirement Proposed I Variance 
North Parcel : 0.37 FAR 

None 
Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.5 FAR South Parcel : 0.54 FAR 

Total Net: 0,46 FAR permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 50% 
North Parcel: 20% None South Parcel : 32% 

Setbacks: No.3 Road 3m 
Bridgeport Road 10 m 

Douglas Street Min. 3.0 m 3m None 
Rear Lane 18 m 

North Rear Yard 22 m 

Height: 
45 m for Hotels 

12 m None 
12 m 

Off-street Parking Spaces: 84 84 None 
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Site Size (mil): 
6,246.6 

Land Uses: Vacant Commercial 

Park Commercial 

nation: Park Urban Centre T5 
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Two (2) [WQ-SIOlrev 
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North Parcel: 0.37 
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Area Ratio: Max. 0.5 FAR South Parcel: 0.54 
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Total Net: OA6 

h Parcel: 
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City of 
Richmond 

Attachment 5 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

6911 NO. 3 Road, Richmond, Be V6Y 2C1 

Address: 2671,2711 , 2811 , 2831 ,2851,2911 , 2931 , 2951 , 2971 
and 2991 No, 3 Road 

File No.: RZ 11 -566630 

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9042, tbe developer is 
required to complete the following: 
1. Final Adoption of OCP Amendment Bylaw 9041. 

2. Provincial Ministry of Transportation & infrastructure Approval. 

3. Confirmation that there are no South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority (TransLink) concerns 
regarding the proposed development and Servicing Agreement. 

4. Consolidation of all the lots into two development parce ls. 

5. Road dedication: 

a) Douglas Street - 20 m wide road dedication required a long the entire south property line of2811 No.3 Road 

b) Comer cuts requ ired: 

(1) 4m x 4m comer cuts at the northwest and southwest comers of No. 3 Road and future Douglas Street. 

(2) 3m x 3m comer cuts at the northeast and southeast comers offuture Douglas Street and the rear lane. 

(3) 4m x 4m corner cut required at the No.3 Road and Bridgeport Road intersection, measured from the new 
PROP line as identified in 6(a) bclow. 

6. The granting of statutory PROP rights-of-way, City maintenance and liability: 

a) No.3 Road - 3 m wide PROP required along entire the NO.3 Road frontage for a new 3 m wide sidewalk. 

b) Rear Lane - Provide the necessary PROP within the development site to upgrade to a functional lane (e.g. 
approximately 6m where feasible). 

7. Registration of a flood indenmity covenant on title. 

8. Registration of an aircraft noise indemnity covenant on title. 

9. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $45,531 for sanitary sewer upgrades and $ 14,550 for 
pump station upgrades (2253-1 0-000-14912-0000), resulting from the impact of the increase in density from the 
City'S 204 1 OCP related to the site, on the sanitary system's capacity for future developments within the catchment. 

10. City acceptance of the developer's offer to vo luntarily contribute $0.41 per buildable square foot (e.g. $12, \56) to the 
City'S public art reserve fund (7750-80-000-00000-0000). 

II. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntari ly contri bute $0.25 per buildable square foot (e.g. $7,412) to the 
City's community planning reserve fund. 

12. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for superv ision of anyon-site 
works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained. The Contract should include the scope of 
work to be undertaken, includ ing: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the 
Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review. 

13. Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all trees to be retained as part of the development prior to 
any construction activities, including building demolition, occurring on-site. 

14. The submission and processing of a Development Pennit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of 
Development. 

15. Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of road network improvements, engineering 
infrastructure improvements, including, but not be limited to: 

a) The protection and retention of the existing London Plane tree. 

b) No.3 Road frontage improvements - Upgrade with new 3 m wide sidewalk at its ultimate location in the new 3 m 
wide PROP, landscaped boulevard behind the existing cu rb, and pre-ducting for private utilities. 
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Attachment 5 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

6911 NO.3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 

Address: 2671,2711,2811,2831,2851,2911,2931,2951,2971 
and 2991 NO.3 Road 

File No.: RZ 11-566630 

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9042, the developer is 
required to complete the following: 

1. Final Adoption ofOCP Amendment Bylaw 9041. 

2. Provincial Ministry of Transportation & Jnfrastructure ApprovaL 

3. Confinllalion that there are no SOllth Coast British Columbia Transportation Autllority (TransLink) concerns 
regarding the proposed development and Servicing Agreement. 

4, Consolidation of all the lots into two development parcels. 

5. Road dedication: 

Cl) Douglas Street - 20 m wide road dedication required along tbe entire south property line of2811 No.3 Road 

b) Corner cuts required: 

(I) 4m X 4m corner cuts at the norl'hwest and southwest comers of No. 3 Road and future Douglas Street. 

(2) 3m x 3m comer cuts at the northeast and southeast comers of future Douglas Street and the rear lane. 

(3) 4m x 4m corner cut required at the NO.3 Road and Bridgeport Road intersection, measured from the new 
PROP line as identified in 6(a) below. 

6. The granting of statutory PROP rights-of-way, City maintenance and liability: 

a) No.3 Road - 3 m ,,vide PROP required along entire the No.3 Road frontage for a new 3 m wide sidewalk. 

b) Rear Lane - Provide the necessary PROP within the development site to upgrade to a functional lane (e.g. 
approximately 6m where feasible). 

7. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title. 

8. Registration of an aircraft noise indemnity covenant on title. 

9. City acceptance oflhe developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $45,531 for sanitary sewer upgrades and $14,550 for 
pump station upgrades (2253-10-000-14912-0000), resulting from the impact of the increase in density from the 
City's 204] OCP related to the site, on the sanitary system's capacity for future developments within the catcluneot. 

10. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $0.41 per buildable square foot (e.g. $12,156) to the 
City's public art reserve fund (7750-80-000-00000-0000). 

II. City acceptance oftlle developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $0.25 per buildable square foot (e.g. $7,412) 10 the 
City's community planning reserve fund. 

12. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of anyon-site 
works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained. The Contract should include the scope of 
work to be undertaken" including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the 
Arboristto submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review. 

13. lnstallation of appropriate tree protection fencing arollnd all trees to be retained as part of tbe development prior to 
any construction activities, including building demolition, occurring on-site. 

14. The submission and processing of a Development Perm [t* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of 
Development. 

]5. Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and constmction of road network improvements, engineering 
infTastructure improvements, including, but not be limited to: 

a) The protection and retention of the existing London Plane tree. 

b) No.3 Road frontage improvements - Upgrade with new 3 m wide sidewalk at its ultimate location in the new 3 m 
wide PROP, Jandscaped boulevard behlnd the existing curb, and pre-ducting for prlvate utilities. 
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c) Bridgeport Road frontage improvements - Upgraded with new 2.5 III wide sidewalk at the existing property line, 
and landscaped boulevard between sidewalk and existing curb. 

d) Douglas Street - New road w ith 20 m wide road cross-section, between NO. 3 Road and the north-south lane, 
flanked with 2.5 m wide sidewalks, 1.35 m landscaped boulevards, and complete with signal pre-dueting at 
No.3 Road and Douglas Street. 

e) Rear Lane - Upgrade to a functional lane (e.g. approximately 6 m where feasible with appropriate drainage and 
lighting), with traffic barrier to close the existing connection to Bridgeport Road in close proxim ity to No.3 Road. 

f) Signal Upgrade - Added advanced southbound left tum signal phase at No.3 Road and Sea Island Way. 

g) Storm Sewer Upgrades: 

(I) Upgrade existing stonn sewer along the No 3 Road frontage from 675 mm to 750 mm diameter (between 
manholes STMH9200 & STM92 12). 

(2) U pgrade existing stonn sewer along the Bridgeport Road frontage from 200 mm diameter (between manholes 
STMH9l 84 & STM9l79). If servicing road drainage only, upgrade to 450 mm diameter. If servicing 
properties, upgrade to the greater of 600 mm diameter or OCP size. 

h) Capacity analysis calculations and detail design. 

i) The developer is responsible for contacti ng the fo llowing for any permits, requirements and approvals: 

(I) MOTl, for works on Bridgeport Road within their jurisdiction. 

(2) Kinder Morgan, for works in close proximity (less than 100 m) to the j et fuel line. 

(3) TrallsLink, for works in close proximity to the Canada Line guideway. 

(4) Private utility companies, for rights-of-ways requ ired on the development si te for their equipment (i.e. vistas, 
kiosks, transfonners, etc.). The developer is required to contact the private utility companies to learn of their 
requ irements and incorporate the equipment into their onsite design. 

Prior to Building Pcrmit* Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements : 
I. Incorporation of sustainability measures in Building Penni! (BP) plans as detennined via the Rezoning and/or 

Development Pennit processes. 

2. Submission offire flow calculations signed and sealed by a professional engineer based on the Fire Underwriter 
Survey to confinn that there is adequate available water flow. 

3. Submiss ion of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division, including: 
parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, app lication for any lane closures, and construction traffic controls as 
per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by MOTl) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 0 1570. 

4. Obtain a Bu ilding Permit (BP) fo r any construction hoarding. Ifrequired to temporarily occupy a public street, the a ir 
space above a pub lic street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated fees may be required. 

Note: 

• 
• 

This requires a separate application. 

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants 
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 2 19 of the Land Title Act. 

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the 
Director of Development detennines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the bylaw. 

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of 
credit and withholding pennits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a 
fonn and content satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

• Additional legal agreements, as detennined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Pennit(s), 
and/or Building Pennit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, site 
investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling. underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading, 
ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and 
private utility infrastructure. 
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investigation, preparation, de-wateriug, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading, 
ground densification or other that may result i.n settlement, displacement, subsidence, or nuisance to City and 
private utility infrastructure. 

3898754 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 9041 

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaws 7100 and 9000 
Amendment Bylaw 9041 (11 -566630) 

2651 , 2671,2711,2811,2831,2851,2911,2931,2951,2971 
and 2991 No.3 Road 

The Council of the City of Richmond. in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 is amended by repealing the existing land 
use designation in Attachment I (City of Ridunond 2041 OCP Land Use Map) to 
Schedule 1 thereof of the following area and by designating it "Commercial". 

3905665 

P.LD. 001 ·826· 182 
Strata Lot 1 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata Plan 
NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Fonn 1 
P.l.D.001 ·826· 191 
Strata Lot 2 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata Plan 
NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Fonn 1 
P.W.001·826-204 
Strata Lot 3 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata Plan 
NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1 
P.W.001 ·826-212 
Strata Lot 4 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata Plan 
NW l 539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Fonn 1 
P.W.001-826·221 
Strata Lot 5 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata Plan 
NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Fonn 1 
P.W.001-826·239 
Strata Lot 6 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata Plan 
NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Fonn I 
P.W.003-811 ·301 
Lot "C" Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
1555 
P.W. 003·894· 126 
Lot 15 Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
1555 
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3905665 

City of 
Richmond law 9041 

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaws 7100 and 9000 
Amendment Bylaw 9041 (11-566630) 

15 2811,2831,2851,2911,2931, 
and 2991 No.3 Road 

l<Jc,nm,ona in open meeting assembled, enacts as 

nrn,,,nn '<J,U,",,",'LU CODllnmuty Plan Bylaw 9000 is amended by 
Attachment I (City of Richmond I 

of the follovving area and by ~~J'''''''~ 

21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New 
"'''','''T .... ' ... vvith an interest in the common 
of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1 

91 

to 

Strata Plan 
to writ 

2 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Sh-ata Plan 
vvith an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 

of the Strata Lot as shown on Form I 

21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New 
with an interest in the common 

Strata Lot as shown on Form I 

Strata Plan 
to the unit 

New Westminster Strata Plan 
to the unit 

with an interest in 
of the Strata Lot as shown on 

'-'~'""WV' 21 Btock 5 North 

common 
I 

6 
together vvith an interest in the common 
of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1 

003~811~301 

Section 21 Block 5 North 6 

003~894~ 126 

AXU"",''' .. District Strata Pian 
in proportion to the unit 

New Westminster District Plan 

15 Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
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P.I.D.018- 192- 181 
Lot E Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan LMP9768 
P.LD.003-736-415 
Lot 8 Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
1555 
P.LD.003-491-552 
Lot "A" Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
19077 
P.I.D.024-019-984 
Lot 1 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan LMP36622 
P.I.D.004-209-028 
Lot 220 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 56728 
P.I.D.003-748-499 
Lot 3 Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District 
Plan 1555 
P.I .D.003-748-421 
Lot 2 Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District 
Plan 1555 
P.I.D.003-748-391 
Lot 1 Except: Part on Bylaw Plan 57721, Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 
6 West New Westminster District Plan 1555 

2. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Area Plan) 
is amended by: 

a) Repealing the existing land use designation in the Generalized Land Use Map (2031) 
thereof the following area, and by designating it "Urban Centre T5". 

P.1 .D.001 -826-182 
Strata Lot 1 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata 
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1 
P.I.D.001-826-191 
Strata Lot 2 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata 
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Fonn 1 
P.I.D.001 -826-204 
Strata Lot 3 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata 
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1 
P.I.D.001 -826-212 
Strata Lot 4 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata 
Plan NWI539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form I 
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2. 

PJ.D. Ot8~1 181 
Lot E Section 21 5 North 6 West New 
P .1.0. 003-736-415 
Lot 8 Block 75 .... "'''''-''''1 .• 21 5 NOlih Range 6 New Plan 
1555 
P.1.D. 003-491 
Lot "A" Sections Block 5 North Range 6 West New wesrrnmsl:er District Plan 
19077 
P.l.D.024-019-984 
LOll Seclion 21 5 North Range 6 West New Plan LMP36622 
P.I.D.004-209-028 
Lot 220 21 5 North Range 6 West New . Plan 56728 
p .I.D. 003~ 748-499 
Lot 3 Block 
Plan I 
P.LD. 
Lot 2 
Plan ] 
P.LD. 
Lot 1 Li •• _.~_. 

Richmond 
is amended by: 

a) 

~ec:uo11S 21 Block 5 North 6 New WestmJnster District 

22 Block 5 North 6 Westminster District 

Plan 5772 t} Block 
District Plan 1555 

21 Block 5 North Range 

Community Plan Bylaw 7100, 10 (City Centre Area Plan) 

land use designation the 
and by designating it "Urban 

Land Use Map (2031) 
TS". 

6 New Westminster District Strata 
an in proportion to the unit 
as 

6 District 
with an interest in the common in proportion to the unit 
Lot as shown on Form 1 

Westminster District Strata 
nr" .... .,.'1"I"" in proportion to the unit 

21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata 
rron.",,, ... ,,..," with an interest in the common in proportion to the unit 

Lot as shown 00 1 



Bylaw 9041 Page 3 

P.l .D. 001 -826-221 
Strata Lot 5 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata 
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Fonn 1 
P.I.D. 00 1-826-239 
Strata Lot 6 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata 
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Fonn I 
P.I.D. 003-81 1-301 
Lot "e" Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District 
Plan 1555 
P.l .D.003-894-126 
Lot 15 Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District 
Plan 1555 
P.l.D.018- 192-181 
Lot E Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
LMP9768 
P.l.D.003-736-415 
Lot 8 Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
1555 
P.l .D. 003-491 -552 
Lot "A" Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District 
Plan 19077 
P.l. D.024-019-984 
Lot 1 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
LMP36622 
P.LD.004-209-028 
Lot 220 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 56728 
P.LD.003-748-499 
Lot 3 Block 75 Sections 2 1 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster 
District Plan 1555 
P.LD. 003-748-421 
Lot 2 Block 75 Sections 2 1 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster 
District Plan 1555 
P.I.D. 003-748-391 
Lot I Except: Part on Bylaw Plan 57721, Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North 
Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 1555 

b) In the Generalized Land Use Map (2031) thereof, designating along the south property 
line of28l1 No.3 Road, through 8500 River Road, and along common property lines of 
8431 and 845 1 West Road, and 8480 and 8500 River Road "Proposed Streets". 

PLN - 273
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P.1.D.001-826-221 
Strata Lot 5 Section 21 Block 5 North 6 Westminster District Strata 
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common \""\'·"' .... ,.,..M, in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shOl.,vn on Form 1 
P.I.D.001-826-239 
Strata Lot 6 Section 21 Block 5 North 6 New Westminster District Strata 
Plan NW 1539 together with an interest in the common to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Fonn 1 
PJ.D.003-811-301 
Lot "C" Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North 
Plan 1555 
P.LD.003-894-126 

6 

Lot 15 Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North 6 
Plan 1555 
P.LD.018-192-181 
Lot E Section 21 Block 5 North 
LMP9768 
PJ.D. 003-736-415 
Lot 8 Block 75 Section 21 
1555 
P.I.D.003-491-552 

"An Sections and 22 
1 
024-019-984 

5 

1 Section 21 Block 5 North 
LMP36622 
P.l.D. 004-209-028 

6 

6 

5 6 

6 West 

Lot 220 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New 
P.LD.003-748-499 
Lot 3 Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North 
District Plan 1555 
P.l.D.003-748-421 

New 

6 

Lot 2 Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 New 
District Plan 1555 
P.LD.003-748-391 
Lot 1 Except: Part on Bylaw Plan 57721, Block 75 
Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 1555 

21 

b) In the Generalized Land Use Map (2031) thereof, aeslgnanrlg 
line of2811 No.3 Road, through 8500 River Road, 
8431 and 8451 West Road, and 8480 and 8500 

Plan 

56728 

5 North 
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c) Repealing the existing land use designation in the Specific Land Use Map: Bridgeport 
Village (2031) thereof the following area, and by designating it "Urban Centre T5 
(45 m)". 

P.l.D. 001 -826-182 
Strata Lot 1 Section 2 1 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata 
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1 
P.l.D.001-826-191 
Strata Lot 2 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata 
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1 
P.l.D. 001 -826-204 
Strata Lot 3 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata 
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Fonn 1 
P.l.D.001 -826-212 
Strata Lot 4 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata 
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement ofthe Strata Lot as shown on Fonn 1 
P.I.D.001 -826-221 
Strata Lot 5 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata 
Plan NW1539 together witll an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Fonn 1 
P.I.D.001 -826-239 
Strata Lot 6 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata 
Plan NW 1539 together with an interest in the conunon property in proportion to the unit 
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Ponn 1 
P.I.D.003-811-301 
Lot "C" Block 75 Section 2 1 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District 
Plan 1555 
P.I.D.003-894-126 
Lot 15 Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District 
Plan 1555 
P.l.D.018- 192- 181 
Lot E Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
LMP9768 
P.I.D.003-736-415 
Lot 8 Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
1555 
P.l.D.003-491 -552 
Lot "A" Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District 
Plan 19077 
P.l.D.024-019-984 
Lot 1 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
LMP36622 
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c) the existing land use designation in the Use Map: Bridgeport 
'&"""""h it "Urban Centre T5 (2031) thereof the following area, and by 

(45 m)". 

182 
6 New Westminster District SlT8ta 

propOltion to the unit 

6 New Westminster District Strata 
nrr.nP.rhl in proportion to the unit 

6 District Strata 
together with an interest in the common , ....... ,"'''''.,-, 

"~HA_'H of the Strata Lot as shown on J 
001-826-212 

4 Section 21 Block 5 North 6 District Strata 

Lot 5 Section 21 Block 5 North 6 New Westminster District Strata 
NWI together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the tmit 

entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on I 
00J-826-239 

together with an interest in 
Strata Lot as shown on 
I 

75 21 5 

Lot E Section 21 Block 5 North 
LMP9768 
PJ.D,003-736-415 
Lot 8 Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North 
1 
PJ.D. 003-491~552 

5 North 

6 New Westminster District Strata 
common property in proportion to the unit 

1 

6 

6 West New Westminster 

6 Westminster District Plan 

6 West New Westminster District Plan 

..l'-C .. LlJ:;;'-' 6 West New Westminster District 

6 New Westminster District Plan 



Bylaw 9041 Page 5 

P.l.D. 004-209-028 
Lot 220 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 56728 
P.l.D. 003-748-499 
Lot 3 Block 75 Sections 2 1 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster 
District Plan 1555 
P.I.D.003-748-421 
Lot 2 Block 75 Sections 2 1 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster 
District Plan 1555 
P.I.D.003-748-391 
Lot I Except: Part on Bylaw Plan 57721, Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North 
Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 1555 

d) In the Specific Land Use Map: Bridgeport Village (2031) thereof, designating along the 
south property line of 2811 No. 3 Road, through 8500 River Road, and along common 
property lines of8431 and 8451 West Road, and 8480 and 8500 River Road "Proposed 
Streets", 

e) In the Specific Land Use Map: Bridgeport Village (2031) thereof, designating a portion 
of the intersection of Beckwith Road and Sexsmith Road "Park - Configuration & 
location to be determined". 

f) Making various text and graphic amendments to ensure consistency with the 
Generalized Land Use Map (2031) and Specific Land Use Map: Bridgeport Village 
(2031) as amended. 

3. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaws 7100 and 
9000, Amendment Bylaw 9041". 

FIRST READ1NG 

PUBLIC HEARING 

SECOND READ1NG 

THIRD READ1NG 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SA TlSFlED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY"" 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

IV 
APPROVED 
by Manager 
D< SoIic~D< 

~ 
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P.LD. 004-209-028 
Lot 220 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 56728 
P.I.D.003-748-499 
Lot 3 Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster 
District Plan 1555 
P.I.D.003-748-421 
Lot 2 Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster 
District Plan 1555 
P.l.D.003-748-391 
Lot 1 Except: Part on Bylaw Plan 57721, Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North 
Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 1555 

d) In the Specific Land Use Map: Bridgeport Village (2031) thereof, designating along the 
south property line of 2811 NO.3 Road, through 8500 River Road, and along COnunOD 
property lines of 8431 and 8451 West Road, and 8480 and 8500 River Road "Proposed 
Streets". 

e) In the Specific Land Use Map: Bridgeport Village (2031) thereof, designating a portion 
of the intersection of Beckwith Road and Sexsmith Road "Park - Configuration & 
location to be determined". 

t) Making various text and graphic amendments to ensure consistency with the 
Generalized Land Use Map (2031) and Specific Land Use Map: Bridgeport Village 
(2031) as amended. 

3. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaws 7100 and 
9000, Amendment Bylaw 9041". 

FIRST READING 

PUBLIC I-IEARJNG 

SECOND READING 

TIDRD READING 

OTI-IER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORA IE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

IV 
APPROVED 
by Maollger 
ar Sollcltar 

~ 



City of 
Richmond Bylaw 9042 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9042 (11-566630) 

2671 , 2711 , 2811,2831 , 2851 , 2911 , 2931 , 2951 , 2971 
and 2991 NO.3 Road 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

J. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by: 

1.1. Inserting Section 10.3.4.4 as follows: 

"4. Notwithstanding Sections 10.3.4.1 and 10.3.4.2, the maximum noor area ratio for 
the net site area of the site located within the City Centre shown on Figure I 
below shall be 0.5, provided that the owner dedicates not less than 700 m2 of the 
site as road. 

2. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Richmond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the 
following area and by designating it AUTO-ORIENT E D COMMERCIAL (CAl . 

3905666 

P.I.D.003·811 ·301 
Lot "C" Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
1555 
P.W.003·894-126 
Lot 15 Block 7S Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
1555 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 9042 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9042 (11-566630) 

2671,2711,2811, 1,2851,2911,2931 , ,2971 
and 2991 No.3 Road 

Council of the City of Riclunond, meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw as amended, IS further amended 

1 1. Inserting Section 10.3.4.4 as foUows: 

"4. Notwithstanding ;)eC~l1011S I and 10.3.4.2, 
located within the City 

provided that the owner dedicates 

<U<.I,'U.LlI.UH< floor area ratio for 
the net site area 
below shall be 
site as road. 

Figure 1 

shown on Figure 1 
than 700 m2 of the 

2. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies 

3905666 

Zoning Bylaw 8500, is by repealing the designation of the 
following area it AUTO-O~NTED C01\IMERClAL (CA). 

P.T.D.003-811-301 
Lot Block ~ecoon 21 

P.I.D.003-894-126 
Lot 15 BJock 
1555 

5 North Range 6 Westminster District Plan 

Block 5 North Range 6 West Westminster District Plan 
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P.LD.018-192-181 
Lot E Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan LMP9768 
P.LD.003-736-415 
Lot 8 Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
1555 
P.LD.003-491 -552 
Lot "A" Sections 2 1 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
19077 
P.l.D.024-019-984 
Lot 1 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan LMP36622 
P.LD. 004-209-028 
Lot 220 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 56728 
P.l.D. 003-748-499 
Lot 3 Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District 
Plan 1555 
P.I.D.003-748-421 
Lot 2 Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District 
Plan 1555 . 
P.I.D.003-748-391 
Lot 1 Except: Part on Bylaw Plan 57721, Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 
6 West New Westminster District Plan 1555 

3. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9042". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE APPROVAL 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

K 
APPROVED 
by Director 
or SoIk;ltor 

"»' 

PLN - 277

Bylaw 9042 

19077 

3. 

A 

MlNISTRY 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

MAYOR 

2 

~~_A"'~ 6 West New Westminster District Plan 

5 North Range 6 West New Westminster .LJxo'u.,,,,. 

Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster 

6 West New Westminster DistIict Plan 

6 West New Westminster District 

Block 5 North Range 6 West New we,snnmSl:eI '-'Xu"",''', 

21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New 

on Bylaw Plan 57721, Block 75 Sections 21 and 5 
District Plan 1555 

be as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9042". 

ON 

AND 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

K 
APPROVED 
by Dlreo!or 
'" $<lllcl"'r 



City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Fast Track Application 

Planning and Development Department 

Date: July 3, 2013 

File: RZ 13-634617 

Re: Application by Rocky Sethi for Rezoning at 10591 No.1 Road from Single 
Detached (RS1E) to Coach Houses (RCH1) 

Staff Recommendation 

That Riclunond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9045, for the rezoning of 
10591 No.1 Road from "Single De1ached (RS 1 E)" to "Coach Houses (RCH 1)", be introduced 
and gi ven flrst reading. 

CL:kt 
Atl. 

ROUTEOTO: 

pment 

Affordable Housing 

3903682 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE CONC2;:E~:; MANAGER 

~ 
1/ / 

( 
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City of 
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Item 
Applicant 
Location 

Development Data Sheet 

Zoning 

2041 OCP 
Land Use Map Designation 

Steveston Area Plan 
Land Use Map Designation 

Other Designations 

Affordable Housing 
Strategy Response 

Flood Management 

Surrounding Development 

Rezoning Considerations 

3903682 

- 2 - RZ 13-634617 
Fast Track Application 

Staff Report 

Details 
Rockv Sethi 
10591 No. 1 Road - See Attachment 1 
See Attachment 2 

Existing - Single Detached (RS1/E) 

Proposed - Coach Houses (RCH1) 

Neighbourhood Residential Complies "y 0 N 

Single-Family Complies 0Y 0 N 

The 2041 Arterial Road Policy identifies the Complies 0Y 0 N 
subject site for redevelopment to Compact 
Lots or Coach Houses, with rear lane 
access 

The Affordable Housing Strategy requires a Complies lilY oN 

secondary suite or coach house on 50% of 
new lots, or a cash -in-lieu contribution of 
$1.00/ft2 of total building area toward the 
City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund for 
single-family rezoning applications. 

This proposal to permit a subdivision to 
create two (2) lots, each with a principal 
single detached dwelling and accessory 
coach house above a detached garage, 
conforms to the Affordable Housing 
Strategy. 

Registration of a fiood indemnity covenant on Title is required prior 
to rezoning approval. 

North & South: Older-character single detached dwellings on a 
large lots zoned ~Single Detached (RS1/E)" . 

East: Directly across No.1 Road are older character single 
detached dwellings on medium-sized lots that are under Land Use 
Contract 148. 

West: Across the rear lane that parallels No. 1 Road, is a newer 
single detached dwelling on a large lot zoned ~Single Detached 
(RS1/E) that fronts Sorrel Driven. 

See Attachment 3 
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Item 
Applicant 
Location 
Development Data Sheet 

Zoning 

2041 OCP 
Land Use Map Designation 

Steveston Area Plan 
Land Use Map Designation 

Other Designations 

Affordable Housing 
Strategy Response 

Flood Management 

Surrounding Development 

Rezoning Considerations 

3903682 

- 2 - RZ 13-634617 
Fast Track Application 

Staff Report 

Details 
Rocky Sethi 
10591 NO.1 Road - See Attachment 1 
See Attachment 2 

Existing - Single Detached (RS1/E) 

Proposed - Coach Houses (RCH 1) 

Neighbourhood Residential Complies 0Y 0 N 

S in9 le-F am ily Complies 0YON 

The 2041 Arterial Road Policy identifies the Complies 0Y 0 N 

subject site for redevelopment to Compact 
Lots or Coach Houses, with rear lane 
access 

The Affordable Housing Strategy requires a Complies G1IYoN 

secondary suite or coach house on 50% of 
new lots, or a cash-in-lieu contribution of 
$1.00/ft' of total building area toward the 
City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund for 
single-family rezoning applications. 

This proposal to permit a subdivision to 
create two (2) lots, each with a principal 
single detached dwelling and accessory 
coach house above a detached garage, 
conforms to the Affordable Housing 
Strategy. 

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Tille is required prior 
to rezoning approval. 

North & South: Older-character single detached dwellings on a 
large lots zoned "Single Detached (RS1/E)". 

East: Directly across No.1 Road are older character single 
detached dwellings on medium-sized lots that are under Land Use 
Contract 148. 

West: Across the rear lane that parallels No.1 Road, is a newer 
single detached dwelling on a large lot zoned "Single Detached 
(RS1/E) that fronts Sorrel Drive". 

See Attachment 3 



July 3, 2013 

Staff Comments 

Background 

- 3 - RZ 13-634617 
Fast Track Application 

This rezoning application is to enable the creation of two (2) cornpacliots (approximately 9 rn 
wide, and 337 m in area), each with a principal single detached dwelling and accessory coach 
house above a detached garage, with vehicle access from the existing rear lane. Potential exists 
for other lots on the west side oftrus block of No. 1 Road to redevelop in the same manner. 

This is the first rezoning application under the new "Coach Houses (RCH 1)" sub-zone to be 
brought before Counci l for consideration. City Council amended the "Coach Houses (ReH)" 
zone in March 0[2013 to address concerns associated with the design of coach houses that were 
being constructed on the rear of lots fronting arterial roads. Improvements introduced with the 
RCHI sub-zone included: 

• A reduction in the maximum coach house building height, to control the bulk mass. 

• An increase to the minimum lot depth and area requirements, to enable better site 
plruming and design. 

• An increase in the building separation space between the coach house building and the 
principal single detached dwelling. 

• New provisions regulating a 1 st storey sloping roof and requiring stairs to be enclosed 
within the coach house building, to improve the aesthetics of the coach house and to 
reduce the bulky design. 

• New provisions associated with required parking, private outdoor space, landscaping, and 
screemng. 

At the same time that the RCHI sub-zone was introduced, a new procedure was introduced as 
part of the rezoning application review process to enable staff and Council to have an idea of the 
proposed exterior design of a coach house at the rezoning stage, and to discourage speculative 
rezoning applications. The new procedure requires the applicant to: 

• Submit building permit-like drawings to Planning Committee to ensure that Council is 
satisfied with the proposed exterior design of the coach house building. 

• Apply for and have a building permit ready for issuance for the coach house building 
prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. 

The review process for this rezoning application at 10591 No.1 Road has followed the new 
procedure and the applicant submitted building permit-like drawings for the coach house 
building. Staff conducted a review of the coach house drawings for consistency with the new 
RCHl sub-zone and, while not required, staff also reviewed the drawings for consistency with 
the new Development Permit guidelines for coach houses in the Edgemere neighbourhood. 

The proposed plans respond to the new zone, the coach house guidelines, and the design 
concerns expressed by Council through: 

• A reduction in the coach house building height; 

• The enclosure of entry stairs to the coach house; 

3903632 PLN - 280

July 3, 2013 

Staff Comments 

Background 

RZ 13-634617 
Fast Track Application 

This rezoning application is to enable the creation of tlNo (2) compact lots (approximately 9 m 
wide, and 337 m in area), each with a principal single detached dwelling and accessory coach 
house above a detached garage, with vehicle access from the existing rear lane. Potential exists 
for other lots on the west side of this block of No. 1 Road to redevelop in the same manner. 

This is the fust rezoning application tmder the new "Coach Houses (RCB 1 Y' sub~zone to be 
brought before Council for consideration. City Council amended the "Coach Houses (RCH)" 
zone in March of 2013 to address concerns associated with the design of coach houses that were 
being constructed on the rear of Jots fronting arterial roads. Improvements introduced with the 
RCB] sub-zone included: 

• A reduction in the maximum coach house building height, to control the bulk mass. 

• An increase to the minimum lot depth and area requirements, to enable better site 
planning and design. 

• An increase in the building separation space between the coach house building and the 
principal single detached dwelling, 

• New provisions regulating a I S! storey sloping roof and requiring stairs to be enclosed 
within the coach house building, to improve the aesthetics of the coach house and to 
reduce the bulky design. 

• New provisions associ.ated with required parking, private outdoor space, landscaping, and 
screerung. 

At the same time that the RCH 1 sub-zone was introduced, a new procedure was introduced as 
part of the rezoning application review process to enable staff and Council to have an idea of the 
proposed exterior design of a coach house at the rezoning stage, and to discourage speculative 
rezoning applications. The new procedure requires the applicant to: 

• Submit building permit-like drawings to Planning Committee to ensure that Council is 
satisfied with the proposed exterior design of the coach house building. 

• Apply for and have a building permit ready for issuance for the coach house building 
prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. 

The review process for this rezoning application at 10591 No. 1 Road has followed the new 
procedure and the applicant submitted building permit-Like drawings for the coach house 
building. Staff conducted a review of the coach house drawings for consistency with the new 
ReB I sub-zone and, while not requiTed, staff also reviewed the drawings fOT consistency with 
the new Development Permit guidelines for coach houses in the Edgemere neighbourhood. 

The proposed plans respond to the new zone, the coach house guidelines, and the design 
concerns expressed by Cotmcil through: 

• A reduction in the coach house building height; 

• The enclosure of entry stairs to the coach house; 

3903682 



July 3, 2013 -4- RZ 13-634617 
Fast Track Application 

• The provision of a private outdoor space on-site in the rear yard between the coach house 
and the principal dwelling that exceeds the minimum zoning requirement; 

• Improved building articulation; 

• Differentiation of building materials to provide visual interest and to clearly define the 1st 

and 2nd storeys of the coach house; 

• Locating the balcony for the coach house facing the lane; and, 

• Screening of the on-site garbage and recycling storage area; 

The proposed drawings included in Attachment 4 have satisfactorily addressed the staff 
comments identified as part of the rezoning application review process. 

Prior to rezon ing approval, the applicant must apply for and have a building permit ready for 
issuance for the coach house building (proposed building permit plans must comply with zoning 
and all other relevant City regulations). The process exists to ensure coordination between 
Building Approvals and Planning staff to ensure that building permit plans are consistent with 
those viewed by Council at rezoning stage. 

As mentioned in the Trees & Landscaping section (below), prior to rezoning approval the 
applicant must provide a Landscape Plan prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect (along 
with a landscaping security), to enhance the proposed future yards and to demonstrate 
consistency with the new landscaping and screening provisions of the RCH1 zone. 

Proposed RCH I Zone Amendment 

As part of this rezoning application, staff propose two minor amendments to the RCHI zone to: 

• include a provision for a lane-facing balcony of a coach house to project 0.6 m into the 
rear yard to enable facade ruticulation and visual interest; and 

• clarify the intent of Section 8.3.7.8 of the zone, with respect to the maximum height to 
the top of the roof of the 1st storey ofa coach house facing the single detached housing 
building. 

Trees & Landscaping 

A tree survey submitted by the applicant shows the location of: 

• Three (3) bylaw-sized trees on-site. 

• One (l) bylaw-sized tree and two (2) undersized trees on the neighbouring site to the 
south at 10611 No. I Road. 

A Certified Arborist's Report was submitted by the applicant, which identifies tree species, 
assesses the condition of trees, and provides reconunendations on tree retention and removal 
relative to the proposed development. The City's Tree Preservation Coordinator has reviewed 
the Arborist's Report, conducted a Visual Tree Assessment (VTA), and concurs with the Report 
recommendations to: 

• To protect Trees # 2, 3, and 4 at 10611 No.1 Road. 

• Remove Trees # 1 and 5 due to poor fonn and structure. 
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July 3, 2013 -5- RZ 13-634617 
Fast Track Application 

• Remove Tree # 6 due to conflict with the coach house building envelope. Although the 
tree is in good condition, it would require special measures to retain it and this is not 
warranted due to its location within the coach house building envelope and the potential 
impacts with retention. 

The Tree Retention Plan is reflected in Attachment S, and includes a li st aftrce species 
proposed to be removed and retained. 

Tree Protection Fencing must be installed on-site around the driplines of off-site Trees # 2, 3, 
and 4 that encroach into the subject site. Tree Protection Fencing must be install ed to City 
standard in accordance with the City's Tree Protection Bulletin (TREE-03) prior to demolition of 
the ex isting dwell ing and must remain in place until construction and landscaping on the future 
lots is completed. 

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicant is required to submit a contract with a 
certified Arborist to supervise anyon-site works within the Tree Protection Zone of off-site 
Trees # 2, 3, and 4 at 106 11 No. 1 Road. Thc Contract must include the scope of work to be 
conducted, the proposed number of monitoring inspections at specified stages of construction, 
and a provision for the Arbori st to submit a post-construction impact assessment report to the 
City for review. 

Based on the 2: 1 replacement ratio goal in the OCP, a total of six (6) replacement trees are 
required to be planted and maintained on the future lots (sizes are identified in Attachment 3). 
To ensure that the replacement trees are planted on-site, and that the yards of the future lots are 
enhanced, the applicant must submit a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape 
Architect, along with a Landscaping Security (based on 100% of the cost estimate provided by 
the Landscape Architect, including install ation costs). The Landscape Plan must be submitted 
prior to rezoning adoption. A variety of sui table native and non-native replacement trees must be 
incorporated into thc required Landscape Plan for the site, ensuring a visually rich urban 
envirorunent and diverse habitat for urban wi ldlife. 

Site Servicing & Vehicle Access 

There are no servicing concerns or requirements with rezoning. 

Vehicle access to No. 1 Road is not pennitted in accordance with Residential Lot (Vehicular) 
Access Regulation - Bylaw 7222. Vehicle access to the lots at development stage wi1l be from 
the existing rear lane. 

Subdivision 

At Subdivision stage, the app licant is required to pay Development Cost Charges (City and 
GVS & DD), Engineering Improvement Charge for future lane upgrading, School Site 
Acquisition Charge, Address Assignment Fee, and Servicing Costs. 
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Conclusion 

- 6 - RZ 13-634617 
Fast Track Application 

This rezoning application is to permit subdivision afan existing large lot into two (2) smaller 
lots, each with a principal single detached dwelling and a coach house above a detached garage, 
with vehicle access to the existing rear lanc. Other lots on the west side of this block of 
No. 1 Road have the potential to redevelop in the same manner. 

This rezoning application complies with all applicable policies and land use designations 
contained within the OCP, and the building permit-l ike drawings submitted by the applicant have 
satisfactorily addressed the staff comments identified as part of the rezoning application review 
process. 

Prior to rezoning adoption, the applicant must apply for and have a building permit ready for 
issuance for the coach house building (proposed building permit plans must comply with zoning 
and all other relevant City regulations). 

The list of rezoning considerations is included in Attachment 3, which has been agreed to by the 
applicant (signed concurrence on file). 

On this basis, staff recommends support for the application. 

C 
tJ0ho L/-~ 

ynt la USSler 
Planning Technician 
604-276-4108 
CL:ki 
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Conclusion 

~ 6 ~ RZ 13~6346l7 
Fast Track Application 

This rezoning application is to permit subdivision ofan existing large lot into two (2) smaUer 
lots, each with a principal single detached dwelling and a coach house above a detached garage, 
with vehicle access to the existing rear lane. Other lots on the west side of this block of 
No. I Road have the potential to redevelop in the same manner. 

This rezoning application complies With all applicable policies and land use designations 
contained within the OCP, and the building permit-like drawi.ngs submitted by the applicant have 
satisfactorily addressed the staff comments identified as part of the rezoning application review 
process. 

Prior to rezoning adoption, the applicant must apply for and have a building pennit ready for 
issuance for the coach house building (proposed building permit plans must comply with zoni.ng 
and all other relevant City regulations). 

The list of rezoning considerations is included in Attachment 3, which has been agreed to by the 
applicant (signed concurrence on file). 

On this basis, staff recommends support for the application. 

tZV-
Cynthia Lussier 
Planning Technician 
604-276-4108 
eLkt 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Fast Track Application 

Development Applications Division 

RZ 13-634617 Attachment 2 

Address: 10591 No.1 Road 

Applicant: Rocky Se1hi 

Da1e Received: April 15, 2013 Fast Track Compliance: May 24, 2013 

I EXisting Proposed 

Owner Rockinder J Sethi To be determined 

Kanchangeet B Sethi 

Site Size (m2
) 674 m' (7,255 ft') Two (2) lots - each approx 

337 m' (3 627 ft') 
Land Uses One (1) single detached dwelling Two (2) residential lots, each with 

a single detached dwelling and a 
coach house above a detached 
garage, with rear lane access. 

2041 OCP Neighbourhood Residential No change 
Land Use Map Designation 

Steveston Area Plan Single-Family No change 
Land Use Map Designation 

Other Designations The 2041 Arterial Road Policy No change 
identifies the subject site for 
redevelopment to Compact Lots or 
Coach Houses, with rear lane 
access 

Zoning Single Detached (RS1/E) Coach Houses (RCH1) 

On Future 

I Bylaw Requirement I Proposed I Variance 
Subdivided Lots 

Floor Area Ratio Max. 0.6 Max. 0.6 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building Max. 45% Max. 45% none 

Lot Coverage - Building, 
structures, and non-porous Max. 70% Max. 70% none 
surfaces 

Lot Coverage - Landscaping Min. 20% Min. 20% none 

Setback - Front Yard (m) Min. 6.0 m Min. 6.0 m none 

Prindpa! dwelling Min. l .2m Principal dweUing Min. 1.2 m 
Setback - Side Yards (m) Coach house - 0.6 m for lots of Coach house - 0.6 m for lots none 

less than 10.0 m of less than 10.0 m 

3903682 Page 10f2 PLN - 286

ityof 
Richmond 

Development Application Data heet 
Track Appl ication 

Development Applications Division 

Applicant: ---,..c...;;..;.-,-,--~~~ ________________________ _ 

Date Fast Track Compliance: 
~~~~~~~~~-- --~--~~-----------

Owner 

Ex.isting Proposea 
Rockinder J Sethi 

Kanchangeet B Sethi 

To determined 

~~~~~~~~~~~~- ------------

Site Size 

land Uses 

20410CP 
land Use 

Steveston Area Plan 
Land Use Map 

Other 

h approx 

One (1) single detached dwelling 

Neighbourhood Residential 

Single-Family No 

The 2041 Arterial Road Policy No 
identifies the subject site for 
redevelopment to Compact or 
Coach Houses, with rear lane 
access 

On Future I . I I' Subdivided Loots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance 

Max. 0.6 Max. 0,6 none 

Building Max. 45% Max. 45% none 

- Building, 
and non-porous Max, 70% Max. 70% none 

- Landscaping Min. 20% Min. 20% none 

Min, 6.0 m Min. 6.0 m none 

Principal dwelling - Min. 1.2 m dwelling - Min, 1.2 m 
(m) Coach house - 0,6 m for lois of house - 0.6 m for lois none 

less than 10.0 m of less Ihan 10.0 m 
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On Future 
I 

Bylaw Requirement 
I 

Proposed 
I 

Variance 
Subdivided Lots 

Principal dwelling - Mirl. 6.0 m Principal dwelling - Min. 6.0 m 
Setback - Rear Yard (m) Coach house - Min. 1.2 m and Coach house - Min. 1.2 m and none 

max. 10.0m max.10.0m 

Building Separation Space 
between Principal Dwelling & Min. 4.5 m Min. 4.5m 
Coach House (m) 

Principal dwelling 2 Y> storeys Principal dwelling 2Y> 

Height (m) 
or 9.0 m storeys or 9.0 m none Coach house - 2 storeys or Coach house - 2 storeys or 
6.0 m whichever is less 6.0 m whichever is less 

Lot Size Min. 315 m2 Two (2) lots each 
aoorox. 337 m2 none 

Lot Width Min. 9.0 m 
Two (2) lots each 

approx. 9.14 m none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of bylaw-sized trees. 
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Lot Width 

Other: 
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Min. 4.5 m 

PrinCipal dwelling - 2 % storeys 
or 9.0 m 
Coach house - 2 storeys or 

Min. 9.0 m 

none 

Min. 4.5 m 

Principal - 2 Y. 
or9.0 m 

house 2 storeys or none 

none 

none 
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City of 
Richmond 

Address: 10591 No.1 Road 

ATTACHMENT 3 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Appl ications Division 

6911 NO. 3 Road, Richmond , Be V6Y 2C1 

File No.: RZ 13-634617 

Pr ior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9045, the developer is 
required to complete the following: 

I. Submit a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Development, and deposit of a Landscaping Security based on 100% of the cost estimate provided by the Landscape 
Architect, including installation costs. The Landscape Plan should: 
• comply with the Compact Lot Development Requirements in the 2041 ocr Arterial Road Policy and should not 

include hedges along the front property line; 
• include a mix of suitable coniferous and deciduous native and non-native replacement trees, which ensure a 

visually rich urban env ironment and diverse habitat for urban wild life; 
• include the dimensions oftTee protection fencing in accordance with the City's Tree Protection Bulletin 

(TREE-03); and 
• include the six (6) required replacement trees with the following minimum sizes: 

No. of Replacement Trees Minimum Caliper of Deciduous Tree Minimum Height of Coniferous Tree 

2 11 em 8m 

2 8 em 
or 

4m 

2 8em 3.5 m 

If required replacement trees cannot be accommodated on-site, a cash-in-lieu contribution in the amount of $500ltree 
to the City's Tree Compensation Fund for off-site planting is required. 

2. Submit a Contract entered into between the app licant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of anyon-site works 
conducted within the tree protection zone of Trees # 2, 3, and 4 located on the neighbouring lot to the south at 10611 
No. I Road. The Contract should include the scope of work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site 
monitoring inspections, and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for 
review. 

3. Apply for and have a Building Permit ready for issuance for the coach house building. 

4. Register a flood indemnity covenant on title. 

At Demolition stagc* the developer must complete the fo llowing requirements: 
• Install Tree Protection Fencing on-site around the driplines of ofT-site Trees # 2, 3, and 4 that encroach into the 

subject site. Tree Protection Fencing must be installed to City standard in accordance with the City's Tree 
Protection Bulletin (TREE-03) and must remain in place until construction and landscaping on the future lots is 
completed. 

At Subdivision stage*! the developer must complete the fo llowing requirements: 
• Pay Development Cost Charges (City and GYS & DD), Engineering Improvement Charge for future lane 

upgrading, School Site Acquisition Charge, Address Assignment Fee, and Servicing Costs. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

of 
Richmond 

Rezoning 
Development 

6911 NO.3 Road, 

Prior to adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9045, the ""v.'"" ....... is 
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2. 

'-'~"~~'~~~J~ Plan, prepared by a 
deposit of a Landscaping 

,vU''-'U''1'. installation costs. The 
the Compact Lot Development 

along the front properly line; 
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Compensation Fund for 

on I 00% of the cost estimate 
should: 

.. ", ... ,,,,,r<, in the 204\ OCP Arterial Road 

a Arborist for supervision 
tree zone # 2, 3, and 4 located on the 

Contract should include the scope work to 
,,,c ... ,,,,,,III',H' and a provision for to 

3. Apply have a Building Permit ready for the coach house building. 

4. a flood indemnity covenant on title. 

At Demolition stage* the developer must following requirements: 
driplines of off-site Trees # 2, 3, and 4 

installed to City standard in accordance with 
• Protection Fencing on-site 

At 
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Tree Protection Fencing must 
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At Building permil stage*, thc developer must complete the following requirements: 
• Submit a Construction Park ing and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. The Plan shall 

include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and 
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of 
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

• Obtain a Building Pennit (BP) for any construction hoard ing. If construction hoard ing is required to temporarily 
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, add itional City approvals and 
associated fees may be required as part ofthc Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building 
Approvals Division at 604-276-4285. 

Note: 

• 
• 

This requires a separate application. 

Where the Director of Dcvelopment deems appropriate, the preceding agreements arc to bc drawn not only as personal covenants 
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act. 

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be rcgistered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the 
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate 
bylaw. 

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities. warranties, equitablclrem charges, leiters of 
credit and withholding pennits, as deemed nccessary or advisable by thc Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a 
fonn and content satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

• Additional legal agreements, as detennined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Pennit(s). 
and/or Bui lding Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, sile 
invcstigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring. shoring, piling, pre-loading, 
ground densification or other activi ties that may result in sett lement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and 
private utility infrastructurc. 

[signed original on file] 

Signed Date 
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At Building permit stage"', the developer must complete the following requirements: 
• Submit a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. The Plall shall 

include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and 
proper cons\rucrion traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of 
Transportation) and MJvlCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

.. Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hOMding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily 
occupy a public the air space above a public or any part additional City approvals and 
associined fees may be required as part oftbe Building Pennit. ror addilional information, contact the Building 
Approvals Division at 604-276-4285. 

Note: 

.. 
This requires a separate l1ppiicalion. 

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements arc to bc drawn )lot only as personal covenlints 
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Sect ion 219 of the Land Title Ac!'. 

A Il agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, cbarges al1d encumbrances as is 
considcl'cd advisable by tbe Director of Development. A 1\ agreemcnt~ TO be in the Land Title Office shall, unless the 
Direcror of Development detennines otherwise, be fully in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate 
bylaw. 

The preceding 
crediT and wi! 

ar"l'mipnt<: shall provide security to the City including indemni! eqllitable/reol charges, leiters of 

form and content 'HUh""' ..... "". 

as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a 
to the Director of Development. 

• Additional as determined via Ihe subjcci Agrccmenl(s) and/or Development Pennil(s), 
and/or Building Perm il(s) to the satisfaction of the Director may be required including, but [lot limited 10, site 

monitoring, site preparation, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading, 
ground densi_ficalion or other activities thaI may result in settlement, displacemelll, subsidence. damage or nuisance to City and 

uti I it)' infrastrucrure. 

[signed original on file] 

Date 
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Tree Species Proposed to be Removed 

Tree # 1 - Cypress (Chamaecyparis sp.) 

T ree # 5 - Hemlock (Tsuga heterophyl/a) 

T ree # 6 - Cedar (Thuja ocddentalis sp.) 
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Tree Species at 10611 No. 1 Road to be Retained 

Tree # 2 - Fig (Ficus sp.) 

Tree # 3 -Apple (Malus sp.) 

Tree # 4 - Japanese Maple (Acerpalmatum sp.) 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9045 (RZ 13-634617) 

10591 No. 1 Road 

Bylaw 9045 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 is amended by: 

1. Inserting the following new subsection directly after Section 8.3.6.11: 

" 12. An unenclosed and uncovered balcony ofa detached coach house in the RCHI 
zone, located so as to face the lane on a mid block lot and the lane or side street 
on a corner lot, may project 0.6 m into the rear yard." 

II. Replacing Section 8.3.7.8, with the following: 

"8. The maximum height to the top of the roof of the first storey of a coach house 
facing the building separation space between the single detached housing and 
the coach house in the RCH 1 zone shall be 4.0 m above grade." 

2. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and fonns part of Richmond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the 
following area and by designating it COACH HOUSES (RCH!). 

P.l.D. 003-970-507 
Lot 603 Section 34 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 42890 

3. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9045" 
FIRST READING CITY OF 

RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

I (1J b
Y 

4 

THIRD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SA TISFlED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3906944 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

APPROVED 
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or Solicitor 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9045 (RZ 13-634617) 

10591 No. 1 Road 

Bylaw 9045 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 is amended by: 

I. Inserting tbe following new subsection directly after Section 8.3.6.11: 

"12. An unenclosed and uncovered balcony of a detached coach house in the RCHI 
zone, located so as to face the lane on a mid block Jot and the lane or side street 
on a corner lot, may project 0.6 m into the rear yard." 

u. Replacing Section 8.3.7.8, with the following: 

"8. The maximum height to the top of the roof of the first storey of a coach house 
facing the build.ing separation space between the single detached bousing and 
the coach house in the RCHl zone shall be 4.0 m above grade." 

2. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Riclunond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing tbe existing zoning designation of the 
following area and by designating it COACH HOUSES (RCHl). 

P.I.D. 003-970-507 
Lot 603 Section 34 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 42890 

3. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9045". r---::=-:---1 
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